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ABSTRACT 


The  purpose  of  the  study  was  to  examine  relationships  be¬ 
tween  students'  classroom  behaviors  with  achievement  and  attitudes 
toward  school.  Also  examined  were  the  effects  of  IQ,  sex,  and 
socioeconomic  status  on  student  behaviors. 

Six  classes  of  students,  one  at  each  of  the  first,  third, 
and  sixth  grade  levels  in  each  of  two  urban  schools,  comprised  the 
sample  of  157  students.  Coders  were  trained  in  the  use  of  the  Cop¬ 
ing  Analysis  Schedule  for  Educational  Settings  and  approximately 
16  hours  were  spent  in  each  class  coding  the  behaviors  of  all  stu¬ 
dents  in  all  academic  subjects.  Behavioral  styles  were  calculated 
for  each  student,  separately  for  each  academic  subject  and  type  of 
instructional  setting.  Student  achievement  was  measured  in  Language 
Arts  by  the  Metropolitan  Achievement  Tests  and  by  teacher  grades. 
Social  Studies  achievement  for  one  class  was  measured  by  the  Social 
Studies  subtest  of  the  Stanford  Achievement  Test  as  well  as  by  tea¬ 
cher  grades.  Attitude  measures  used  were  the  My  Class  Inventory, 
School  Attitude  Test,  and  the  Primary  Children's  Attitude  Scale. 
Intelligence  test  scores  were  obtained  with  the  Peabody  Picture 
Vocabulary  Test  and  the  Canadian  Lorge-Thorndike  Intelligence  Test. 
Socioeconomic  status  for  the  fathers'  occupations  was  assessed 
with  the  Blishen  socio-economic  scale. 

Relationships  between  students '  behavioral  styles  and  the 
selected  variables  were  determined  by  correlational  analysis.  Diff¬ 
erences  between  selected  groups  of  students  with  respect  to  sex, 
achievement,  and  attitudes  were  examined  by  analysis  of  variance. 
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Findings  indicated  that  no  bivariate  relationship  with  a 
particular  behavioral  style  was  common  to  all  classes,  nor  was 
there  a  relationship  with  broader  categories  of  behavior  that  was 
found  for  all  classes.  Achievement  variables  accounted  for  the 
greatest  proportion  of  significant  correlations  found,  and  these 
generally  showed  a  positive  relationship  with  on-task  behaviors 
and  a  negative  relationship  with  off-task  behaviors.  A  number  of 
significant  relationships  were  found  with  attitudes.  Those  satis¬ 
fied  with  peer  interaction  showed  no  stable  pattern  in  behaviors 
exhibited.  However,  satisfaction  with  instruction  was  consistently 
negatively  related  to  off-task  behaviors  and  generally  positively 
related  to  on-task  behaviors.  A  number  of  non-straight  line  re¬ 
lationships  occurred  with  achievement  and  with  attitudes  which 
indicated  that  less  structured  instructional  settings  were  appro¬ 
priate  for  most  students.  No  consistent  differences  occurred  for 
on-task  behaviors  of  boys  and  girls.  However,  the  off-task  be¬ 
haviors  of  boys  was  characteristically  active,  and  girls  tended  to 
exhibit  more  passive  types  of  off-task  behaviors.  Evidence  for  be¬ 
havioral  differences  across  academic  subjects  was  inconclusive. 
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Chapter  1 


INTRODUCTION  TO  THE  PROBLEM 

The  classroom  behavior  of  students  has  long  been  one  of  the 
major  concerns  of  educators  involved  in  the  preparation  and/or  evalu¬ 
ation  of  teachers.  Certain  conventionally  accepted  social  behaviors 
are  shaped  and  enforced  to  ensure  the  successful  operation  of  the 
school  setting  as  an  educational  environment,  and  are  generally  as¬ 
sumed  to  be  prerequisite  behaviors  for  learning.  Other  student  be¬ 
haviors  are  valued  because  they  are  assumed  to  foster  the  learning 
process.  Surprisingly,  these  assumed  relationships  between  student 
behaviors  and  learning  have  rarely  been  the  focus  of  empirical  in¬ 
vestigation. 

For  example,  principles  of  good  classroom  management  is  a 
standard  topic  in  teacher  preparation  programs  and  has  inspired 
many  textbooks  dealing  with  techniques  for  facilitating  "appropriate' 
student  behaviors  on  the  one  hand,  and  for  controlling  "inappropri¬ 
ate"  behaviors  on  the  other  hand.  While  techniques  may  vary,  there 
is  universal  agreement  that  teaching  and  learning  cannot  occur  unless 
the  teacher  maintains  discipline  and  control  in  the  classroom.  In¬ 
deed,  failure  to  control  student  misbehavior  is  often  cited  as  the 
most  frequent  reason  as  to  why  beginning  teachers  become  discouraged 
from  further  pursuance  of  a  career  in  teaching.  While  the  volume  of 
literature  on  this  topic  is  quite  extensive,  the  number  of  research 
studies  is  very  small.  In  a  comprehensive  review  of  some  178  class- 
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room-based  studies  involving  the  systematic  study  of  teaching.  Dun- 
kin  and  Biddle  (1974)  found  only  3  studies  devoted  to  discipline  and 
group  management,  all  undertaken  by  Kounin  and  his  associates  at  the 
elementary  school  level  (Kounin,  1970;  Kounin,  Friesen,  &  Norton, 
1966;  and  Kounin  &  Gump,  1958).  The  two  earlier  studies  on  discip¬ 
line  dealing  with  the  effectiveness  of  teacher  behavior  on  student 
behavior  (process— process  studies)  failed  to  find  teacher-control 
strategies  that  worked  effectively  for  student  deviancy  or  on— task 
involvement.  However,  the  more  recent  study  on  group  management  pro¬ 
cedures  yielded  eight  promising  variables:  two  management  variables, 
"withitness"  —  communicating  to  students  an  awareness  of  what  is 
going  on  in  the  classroom  at  all  times,  and  "overlappingness"  — 
ability  to  simultaneously  deal  with  more  than  one  issue  at  a  time; 
two  variables  concerned  with  the  flow  of  the  lesson,  "smoothness 
and  "momentum"  —  the  absence  of  teacher  behaviors  that  interfere 
with  the  ongoing  flow  of  academic  events  and  that  slow  down  the 
lesson,  respectively;  two  variables  dealing  with  the  teacher's 
approach  to  classroom  groups  during  recitation  (non-seatwork) 
activities  ,  "group  alerting"  —  involving  and  maintaining  student 
interest  in  the  task,  and  "accountability"  —  making  students  res¬ 
ponsible  for  their  task  performances;  and  two  techniques  used  to 
maintain  interest  and  avoid  satiation  ,  valence  and  challenge 
arousal"  —  direct  attempts  to  foster  enthusiasm,  curiosity,  or  in¬ 
volvement  in  academic  matters,  and  "variety"  —  the  use  of  different 

For  recitation  activities  it  was  found  that 


activities  in  a  lesson. 
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all  of  these  variables  except  "variety"  were  significantly  posi¬ 
tively  related  to  work  involvement  and  freedom  from  deviancy  (:r  >.276, 
2_  <  .05,  n  *  49).  For  seatwork  activities,  "withitness" ,  "smooth¬ 
ness",  "valence  and  challenge  arousal",  and  "variety"  were  signifi¬ 
cantly  positively  related  to  work  involvement,  and  all  variables  ex¬ 
cept  "accountability"  were  significantly  positively  related  tp  free¬ 
dom  from  deviancy.  Unfortunately,  no  assessments  were  made  of  the 
students'  changes  in  cognitive  achievement  or  affective  status 
(product  measures) .  The  untested  assumption  in  both  the  literature 
and  research  on  classroom  management  and  discipline  is  that  some 
student  behaviors  are  appropriate  and  therefore  must  be  conducive 
to  learning,  while  others  are  inappropriate  and  therefore  detri¬ 
mental  to  learning. 

In  spite  of  the  important  status  accorded  to  student  be¬ 
havior  for  the  teaching  process,  it  has  received  remarkably  little 
attention  from  researchers  as  the  mediating  link  between  teacher 
behavior  and  student  products  (Berliner,  1976).  Dunkin  and  Biddle 
(1974)  suggest  two  possible  reasons  for  this  situation.  First, 
researchers  tend  to  view  teacher  behaviors  as  cause  and  student 
behaviors  as  effect,  so  that  the  predominant  focus  in  process- 
process  or  process— product  studies  has  been  on  the  relationship 
between  the  teacher's  behavior  and  either  student  behavior  or  stu¬ 
dent  outcomes.  The  process-process  studies  ignore  student  product 
measures,  which  some  educators  consider  to  be  a  most  important 
criteria  for  judging  teaching  effectiveness  (Coker,  1976;  Good, 


. 
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Biddle,  &  Brophy,  1975;  McNeil  &  Popham,  1973;  Rosenshine  &  Furst, 
1971;  Spaulding,  1965),  and  thus  obviate  the  possibility  of  exam¬ 
ining  student  behavior  as  a  mediating  variable.  This  is  also  true 
of  many  of  the  process-product  studies,  where  the  only  processes 
examined  are  teacher  behaviors.  Dunkin  and  Biddle  (1974)  suggest 
this  might  be  because  student  behaviors  are  more  constrained  by 
classroom  rules  and  are  therefore  less  interesting  to  observe  than 
teacher  behaviors.  Further,  with  25  to  30  students  per  classroom 
there  are  greater  problems  deciding  upon  the  focus  for  observation. 
Their  review  of  studies  on  teaching  illustrates  this  phenomenon. 

Of  178  studies,  only  8  reported  a  direct  examination  of  relation¬ 
ships  between  student  processes  and  student  products  (Fortune,  Gage, 

&  Shutes,  1966;  Furst,  1967a;  Hughes,  1973;  Sharp,  1966;  Soar,  1966; 
Taba,  1966;  Taba,  Levine,  &  Elzey,  1964;  and  Wright  &  Nuthall,  1970). 
An  indirect  examination  of  this  relationship  may  be  inferred  from 
studies  which  investigated  relationships  between  teacher  process 
variables  and  both  student  processes  and  student  products.  Only  two 
studies  (Amidon  &  Flanders,  1961;  and  Rian,  1969)  satisfied  these 
conditions  and  both  of  these  were  experimental  inasmuch  as  they  did 
not  deal  with  naturally  occurring  classroom  events  (both  used  role- 
playing  teachers).  Of  this  total  of  10  studies,  8  examined  the 
Amount  of  student  talk  or  responding,  and  the  remaining  2  studies 
(Taba,  1966;  and  Taba  et  al. ,  1964)  investigated  students'  use  of 
high  level  thought  units.  No  significant  relationships  with  stu¬ 
dent  achievement  were  found. 


. 


This  same  review  shows  that  where  student  behavior  was  the 


major  focus  of  investigation,  i.e.,  the  behavior  modification 
studies,  the  emphasis  has  been  on  changing  student  behaviors  with¬ 
out  considering  the  effect  of  such  changes  on  student  product  meas¬ 
ures.  Of  the  26  studies  cited,  only  3  examined  the  relationship 
between  treatment  effects  and  student  achievement  (p.  171). 


The  tendency  for  teachers  to  intuitively  value  certain 
student  behaviors  because  of  an  assumed  relationship  to  learning, 
albeit  in  some  nonspecified  way,  is  aptly  described  by  Lahaderne 
(1968)  who  remarked: 

Teachers  gauge  the  success  of  their  teaching  not 
so  much  by  the  scores  their  pupils  attain  on 
achievement  tests  as  by  the  involvement  pupils 
demonstrate  during  ongoing  class  activities 
(Jackson  &  Belford,  1965).  They  assume  that  if 
a  child  is  engrossed  in  an  activity,  he  is  get¬ 
ting  something  out  of  it  even  if  that  "something" 
is  not  identifiable  or  measurable.  (p.  320) 

Accordingly,  a  number  of  researchers  have  relied  upon  the  teacher's 

definitions  of  acceptable  and  unacceptable  student  behaviors  and 

have  reported  success  in  modifying  the  unacceptable  behaviors. 

This  has  been  done  with  culturally  deprived  primary  school  children 

by  Gallagher  (1967),  Sibley,  Abbott,  and  Cooper  (1969),  Wasik  (1970), 

and  Wasik,  Senn,  Welch,  and  Cooper  (1969)  in  conjunction  with  a 

compensatory  education  project  (see  Spaulding,  1972;  and  Spaulding 

&  Papageorgiou,  1972).  Again,  there  was  no  attempt  to  relate  student 

behavior  to  student  product  measures. 

In  brief,  teacher  control  over  student  classroom  behavior 

is  accepted  as  a  necessary  skill  for  teachers  and  is  assumed  to  be 
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prerequisite  for  learning  in  the  classroom.  Where  student  behavior 
has  been  studied  it  has  usually  been  in  relation  to  teaching  be¬ 
haviors  or  to  treatment  conditions  designed  to  change  student  be¬ 
havior.  It  has  only  been  within  the  last  ten  years  that  researchers 
have  attended  to  the  possible  relationship  between  student  behaviors 
and  student  product  measures.  To  use  Dunkin  and  Biddle’s  (1974) 
terminology,  these  studies  can  be  classified  either  as  field  surveys 
(descriptive/correlational  studies  of  naturally  occurring  classroom 
events)  or  as  experimental  studies  (cause-effect  studies  involving 
specific  teacher  and/or  program  intervention  treatments).  While 
these  will  be  reviewed  in  Chapter  2,  a  few  comments  concerning  these 
studies  is  pertinent  here. 

First,  although  there  is  general  agreement  that  students  who 
exhibit  appropriate  behaviors  tend  to  have  higher  achievement  scores 
than  those  students  who  display  inappropriate  behaviors,  the  number 
of  studies  upon  which  these  findings  are  based  is  small.  Second, 
these  studies  suffer  many  of  the  same  limitations  that  critics  have 
identified  in  studies  of  teaching,  i.e.,  failure  to  observe  the  inter¬ 
active  process  and  relying  instead  on  such  criteria  as  ratings,  an 
orientation  which  Gage  (1963)  labelled  the  "black  box"  approach; 
failure  to  consider  contextual  effects  such  as  subject  matter,  type 
of  student,  and  school  setting  (Dunkin  &  Biddle,  1974,  pp. 14  -  15) 
which  is  reflected  by  studies  which  have  selected  too  few  variables 
and/or  used  large  groups  of  students  as  the  statistical  unit  of 
analysis;  and  failure  to  analyze  data  for  nonlinear  as  well  as  linear 
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process-product  relationships  (Dunkin,  1976;  Good  et  al.,  1975;  Nut- 
hall,  1974;  and  Soar  &  Soar,  1976).  Third,  most  of  the  studies  used 
standardized  achievement  tests  as  the  sole  product  measure,  yet  many 
claim  that  teacher  grades  may  have  greater  content  validity  for  the 
students'  classroom  learning  experiences.  Further,  although  the  af¬ 
fective  growth  of  students  is  considered  a  major  educational  objec¬ 
tive,  measures  of  students'  attitudes  were  rarely  used.  The  re¬ 
quirements  for  future  student  process-product  studies  are  best  summed 
up  by  Soli  and  Devine  (1976)  who  concluded:  "The  broad  patterns  of 
behavior  we  call  academic  achievement  may  quite  possibly  be  better 
understood  by  focusing  the  research  for  its  observable  correlates  on 
smaller,  more  homogeneous  groups  of  children  within  the  classroom 
(p.  340). 

PURPOSE  OF  THE  STUDY 

This  study  is  designed  to  examine  observable  student  be¬ 
haviors  in  the  natural  classroom  setting  and  to  investigate  their 
relationship  with  cognitive  and  affective  product  assessments. 

The  following  questions  will  be  pursued. 

1.  What  is  the  relationship  between  students’  behavioral 
Styles  and  their  (a)  socioeconomic  status  (SES),  (b)  intelligence 
test  (IQ)  scores,  (c)  attitude  test  scores,  (d)  academic  grades 
and  achievement  test  scores,  and  (e)  grades  based  on  their  class¬ 
room  behaviors  and  participation? 

2.  Is  opportunity  to  respond  to  process  or  product 
questions  in  class  related  to  particular  behavioral  Styles? 
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3.  Are  there  differences  in  classroom  behavioral  Styles 
which  are  associated  with  sex  of  the  students? 

4.  Are  there  differences  among  high-,  middle-,  and  low- 
scoring  students  on  achievement  and  attitude  measures  with  res¬ 
pect  to  their  Styles  of  classroom  behavior? 

5.  Are  behaviors  stable  across  academic  subject  areas? 

SIGNIFICANCE  OF  THE  STUDY 

There  is  very  little  known,  but  a  great  deal  assumed, 
about  the  relationship  between  student  behaviors  and  learning 
outcomes.  There  are  two  major  advantages  in  knowing  more  about 
this  relationship.  First,  many  of  the  process-product  studies 
on  teacher  effectiveness  have  assumed  that  teacher  behaviors 
directly  affect  student  learning.  However,  it  is  quite  con¬ 
ceivable  that  many  of  the  promising  teacher  variables  identified 
by  Rosenshine  and  Furst  (1971)  elicit  different  student  responses, 
some  of  which  enhance  and  others  which  detract  from  the  learning  pro¬ 
cess.  Or,  it  may  be  that  the  achievement  of  some  students  in  a  partic¬ 
ular  situation  will  occur  regardless  of  specific  teacher  behaviors 
(e.g.,  ability,  liking  for  the  subject).  If  learning-related  student 
behaviors  can  be  found  and  then  considered  as  a  mediating  link  be¬ 
tween  teacher  behavior  and  student  outcomes,  the  findings  from 
future  studies  on  effective  teaching  may  yield  more  promising  re¬ 
sults  than  has  been  generally  ascribed  to  the  substantial  research 
efforts  of  the  past  (Brophy,  1976;  Clifford,  1973;  Dunkin  &  Biddle, 
1974;  Rosenshine,  1976;  Rosenshine  &  Furst,  1971).  Perhaps,  as 
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McNeil  and  Popham  (1973)  suggest,  "A  focus  on  pupils  reveals  more 
about  the  effectiveness  of  teachers  than  does  direct  study  of 
teachers  themselves"  (p.  218). 

Second,  numerous  techniques  have  been  developed  and  re¬ 
fined  for  the  modification  of  student  behaviors.  However,  this  re¬ 
search  tradition  has  been  criticized  for  focusing  on  decreasing 
•'disruptive"  social  behaviors  rather  than  on  increasing  academic 
productivity,  thus  strengthening  the  status  quo  whereby  student 
docility  and  obedience  are  considered  as  evident  of  effective 
teaching  (Winett  &  Roach,  1973).  If  learning-related  student  be¬ 
haviors  can  be  found  they  might  serve  as  valuable  criteria  for  the 
application  of  behavioral  modification  techniques. 

ASSUMPTIONS 

The  study  was  based  on  the  following  assumptions. 

1.  The  discrete,  low  inference  behavioral  categories  of  the 
CASES  instrument  adequately  represent  all  facets  of  student  classroom 
behavior. 

2.  Student  behavior  is  influenced  by  a  number  of  factors 
other  than  teacher  behavior,  such  as  educational  setting,  behavior 
of  classmates,  individual  differences  in  coping  with  the  demands  of 
school  life,  and  student  characteristics  (e.g.,  age/grade,  IQ,  sex, 
and  SES) . 

3.  The  presence  of  observers  did  not  substantially  alter 
student  behavior  nor  the  learning  environment  during  the  data 
collection  phase  of  this  study. 
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4.  Both  cognitive  and  affective  outcomes  are  important 
consequences  of  the  educational  process,  and  that  these  were 
reasonably  assessed  by  the  various  instruments  selected  for  this 

study. 

5.  The  socioeconomic  status  of  a  student  is  determined 
by  the  status  accorded  the  occupation  of  the  parent  or  guardian 
in  the  family  who  is  principal  wage  earner,  and  that  this  was 
adequately  categorized  by  the  Blishen  (1967)  index. 

DEFINITION  OF  TERMS 

Behavioral  ’’Styles":  Specific  combinations  of  student 
behavior  categories  into  patterns  which  are  defined  as  "coping 
styles"  in  the  CASES  instrument. 

Experimental  Studies:  Studies  designed  to  explore  cause- 
effect  relationships  involving  specific  teacher  and/or  program 
intervention  treatments  on  student  performance  measures. 

Field  survey  studies:  Descriptive  and/or  correlational 

studies  of  naturally  occurring  classroom  events. 

Natural  setting:  The  typical  or  normal  classroom  setting. 
Non-teacher  directed  settings:  Those  classroom  learning 
situations  which  rely  more  on  the  student  than  on  the  teacher  for 
attending  to  the  task  at  hand,  e.g.,  program  directed  activities, 

seatwork,  free  choice  activities. 

Process  studies:  Studies  which  focus  primarily  on  the 
interactive  behaviors  of  participants  in  the  classroom  teaching¬ 


learning  situation. 
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Product  measures :  Assessments  of  the  student’s  cognitive 
learning  status  and  attitudes  held  toward  aspects  of  school  life. 

Socioeconomic  status:  A  composite  index  ranking  of  the 
social  status  of  an  adult's  occupation  based  on  educational  level, 
income,  and  prestige  accorded  to  the  occupation. 

Teacher  directed  settings:  Those  learning  situations  which 
are  more  directly  under  the  control  of  the  teacher,  e.g.,  lectures, 
demonstrations,  teacher-led  classroom  discussions. 

Teacher  grades :  Those  periodic  assessments  of  students’ 
achievement  as  entered  in  report  cards. 

Teacher  rating:  The  rank  given  to  a  student  by  the  teacher 
with  respect  to  his  relative  achievement  status  and  to  his  individual 
attainment  of  achievement  goals  held  for  him  by  the  teacher. 

SCOPE  AND  DELIMITATIONS 

The  collection  of  data  on  student  behaviors  was  restricted 
to  instructional  periods  when  the  teacher  was  present  in  the  class¬ 
room.  Further,  data  were  collected  during  a  relatively  short  two- 


week  period  near  the  end  of  the  school  year. 


. 
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Chapter  2 


REVIEW  OF  RELATED  LITERATURE 

The  purpose  of  this  chapter  is  to  set  forth  a  conceptual 
framework  for  the  study  of  relationships  between  student  behaviors 
and  student  product  measures.  The  review  of  field  survey  studies 
encompasses  efforts  whereby  a  number  of  rating  instruments  and 
direct  observation  schedules  were  produced  in  an  attempt  to  de¬ 
scribe  and  categorize  student  classroom  behavior,  and  for  the  most 
part  attempted  to  relate  these  behavior  categories  to  student 
achievement  scores.  The  experimental  studies,  all  using  direct 
observation  schedules,  attempted  to  discover  cause-effect  relation¬ 
ships  between  student  behaviors  and  achievement.  All  of  the 
studies  reviewed  in  this  chapter  were  conducted  with  elementary- 
school-age  children  as  their  subjects. 

FIELD  SURVEY  STUDIES 

Studies  Using  Rating  Scales 

Spivack  and  Swift  (1966)  developed  the  Devereux  Elementary 
School  Behavior  Rating  Scales  (DESB)  to  describe  the  classroom  be¬ 
havior  patterns  of  normal  and  emotionally  disturbed  children.  A 
number  of  regular  and  special  education  teachers  produced  a  list  of 
behaviors  which  were  considered  to  interfere  with  or  relate  to 
learning.  These  behaviors  were  submitted  to  factor  analysis,  re¬ 
sulting  in  the  14  DESB  factors  for  which  111  items  were  written. 
Then  252  normal  children  in  regular  language  arts  or  arithmetic 
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classes  and  327  emotionally  disturbed  children  in  special  classes 
were  rated  on  each  item  by  their  teachers.  Table  1  presents  the  DESB 
factors  and  their  relationship  to  teacher  grades.  For  normal  children 
only,  grades  were  given  for  both  achievement  and  effort,  and  because 
all  factors  related  to  achievement  were  also  related  to  IQ  (jd  <  .01), 
the  figures  shown  for  them  are  partial  correlation  coefficients  with 
the  effects  of  IQ  statistically  controlled.  None  of  the  factors  cor¬ 
related  significantly  with  IQ  for  the  emotionally  disturbed  children. 

The  first  12  factors  were  common  to  both  groups  of  students 
while  '’Impatience"  was  a  factor  for  normal  children  only  and  "Dis¬ 
respect-defiance"  was  a  factor  for  the  emotionally  disturbed  chil¬ 
dren  only.  "Comprehension"  was  consistently  positively  related 
to  teacher  grades  while  "Slowness  in  work,"  "External  reliance," 
"Externalization  of  blame,"  "Inattentive-withdrawn,"  "Irrelevant 
responsiveness,"  and  "Disrespect-defiance"  were  all  consistently 
negatively  related  to  teacher  grades  (jd  <  .01).  "Creative  initia¬ 
tive"  was  the  only  other  factor  that  was  significantly  positively 
related  to  teacher  grades  for  both  groups  of  students.  Normal 
children  were  rated  higher  on  one  factor  only,  "Comprehension" 

(F  *  4.1,  £  <  .05),  while  the  emotionally  disturbed  children  re¬ 
ceived  higher  ratings  on  all  other  factors  except  "Inconspicuous¬ 
ness,"  where  no  significant  differences  occurred.  The  greatest 
differences  between  the  two  groups  of  students  with  respect  to 
achievement-related  factors  common  to  both  groups  were  with  "Ex¬ 
ternalization  of  blame"  (F  =  96.4,  £  <  .01),  "Irrelevant  respon- 
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Table  1 

DESB  Factors  and  their  Correlations  with  Teacher  Grades  for 
Normal  and  Emotionally  Disturbed  Children 


Factor  name 

Normal 

children3 

Emotionally 

disturbed 

Achievement 

Effort 

Achievement 

1. 

Creative  initiative 

.13* 

.30** 

.26** 

2. 

Classroom  disturbance 

.13* 

NS 

-.38** 

3. 

Comprehension 

.  27** 

.50** 

.42** 

4. 

Slowness  in  work 

-.26** 

-.45** 

-.52** 

5. 

External  reliance 

-.34** 

-.41** 

-.32** 

6. 

Externalization  of  blame 

-.32** 

-.18** 

-.37** 

7. 

Inconspicuousness 

-.24** 

NS 

NS 

8. 

In  a  1 1  en  t  i  ve  -  wi  t  hd  r  awn 

-.18** 

-.35** 

-.34** 

9. 

Irrelevant  responsiveness 

-.20** 

- . 23** 

-.45** 

10. 

Achievement  anxiety 

-.20** 

-.20** 

NS 

11. 

Need  for  closeness  to 

teacher 

NS 

NS 

.26** 

12. 

Need  achievement 

recognition 

NS 

NS 

NS 

13. 

Impatience 

-.14* 

-.22** 

-.44** 

14. 

Disrespect-defiance 

-.,20** 

-.18** 

-.45** 

aPartial  correlation  coefficients 

*£  <.05 

**£  <.01 
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siveness"  (F  =  96.4,  £  <  .01),  and  "Achievement  anxiety"  (F  =  71.2, 

£  <  . 01) . 

A  further  examination  of  these  data  pointed  to  a  distinction 
between  social  behaviors  and  learning  related  behaviors.  Factor 
intercorrelations  and  consistency  of  relationships  with  IQ  and 
achievement  suggested  that  there  were  two  broader  classes  of  behav¬ 
iors  which  the  authors  identified  as  "acting  out  or  poorly  self- 
controlled  behaviors"  (factors  2,  4,  6,  9,  13,  and  14)  and  "inability 
to  learn,  attend,  and  actively  initiate  a  course  of  action  without 
help"  (factors  3,  5,  and  8).  It  was  speculated  that  the  first 
grouping  (social  behaviors)  was  more  apt  to  evoke  teacher  manage¬ 
ment-control  behaviors,  while  the  second  grouping  of  (learning-re¬ 
lated)  behaviors  was  apt  to  prompt  teacher  supportive  and  helping 
behaviors.  In  addition,  while  "Achievement  anxiety"  did  not  fall 
into  either  grouping,  it  was  associated  with  the  two  externality 
factors  (factors  5  and  6) ,  thus  suggesting  that  this  behavior  de¬ 
pends  more  upon  what  others  do  than  on  the  student’s  own  actions 
and  under  his  own  control. 

Finally,  there  were  several  sex-linked  differences  in  be¬ 
havior  ratings.  Significant  negative  correlations  (£  <  .05)  were 
reported  for  males  in  both  student  groups  on  four  of  the  six  social 
behavior  categories  ("Classroom  disturbance,"  "Slowness  in  work," 
"Impatience,"  and  "Disrespect-defiance"),  and  only  one  learning- 
related  behavior  —  "External  reliance."  Significant  positive  cor¬ 
relations  (£  <  .01)  were  reported  for  girls  in  both  groups  on 
factor  only  -  "Need  for  closeness  to  teacher." 
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In  a  second  study  using  the  DESB,  Swift  and  Spivack  (1968) 
had  809  children  from  kindergarten  through  grade  six  rated  by  their 
teachers  in  order  to  establish  norms  for  each  factor  score  across 
all  elementary  grades  and  for  both  sexes.  The  final  scale  con¬ 
tained  41  items  grouped  into  11  factors  and  three  non-factor  items — 
"unable  to  change,"  "quits,"  and  "slow  work."  This  revised  scale 
was  identical  to  the  1966  version  except  that  "Slowness  in  work" 
was  now  a  non-factor  item  and  "Inconspicuousness"  and  "Need  achieve¬ 
ment  recognition"  were  deleted  from  the  revised  version.  These 
factors  were  then  correlated  with  teacher-assigned  achievement 
grades  in  reading  and  arithmetic. 

All  factors  showed  significant  relationships  to  teacher 
grades  in  both  subjects,  although  the  relationship  was  reported  to 
be  generally  stronger  for  arithmetic  grades.  This  latter  finding 
may  be  art if actual,  however,  since  reading  grades  were  assigned 
relative  to  ability  groupings  of  students  which  may  have  resulted  in 
more  homogeneous  scores.  Arithmetic  grades  on  the  other  hand  were 
based  on  the  student’s  achievement  relative  to  all  other  children 
at  his  grade  level.  As  in  the  first  study  the  factors  "External 
reliance"  and  "Comprehension"  showed  particularly  strong  relation¬ 
ships  with  achievement,  with_r’s  ranging  from  -.77  to  -.27  (£<.01) 
and  .25  to  .89  (£  <.05),  respectively.  As  well,  boys  were  again 
rated  higher  on  achievement-impeding  behaviors,  and  girls  were 
rated  as  more  capable  in  meeting  the  behavioral  demands  of  the 
classroom.  Boys  were  rated  significantly  higher  on  "Classroom 
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disturbance,"  "External  blame,"  "Achievement  anxiety,"  "Impatience," 
and  "Disrespect-defiance"  (jdc.OI)  and  higher  on  four  of  the  re¬ 
maining  six  factors.  Girls  were  rated  significantly  higher  on 
"Comprehension"  and  "Need  closeness  to  teacher”  (£<.01),  the  latter 
which  was  positively  related  to  achievement  in  grades  one  and  two. 
Finally,  the  similarity  of  means  and  standard  deviations  across 
grades  for  behavior  ratings  indicated  that  separate  norms  for  each 
grade  were  not  necessary. 

In  a  third  study  Swift  and  Spivack  (1969) ,  using  another 
revision  of  the  DESB  from  which  the  factor  "Need  for  closeness  to 
teacher"  had  been  dropped,  investigated  the  behaviorally  rated 

behavior  between  achievers  and  underachievers  from  an  initial 
sample  of  177  grade  five  students.  Achievement  status  was 
assessed  using  scores  obtained  on  the  Iowa  Test  of  Basic  Skills 
(language  and  nonlanguage  areas),  as  well  as  report  card  grades 
in  language  arts  and  arithmetic.  Standardized  test  achievers  (A) 
were  those  who  scored  at  or  above  the  85th  percentile  in  both 
language  and  nonlanguage  subscales  when  compared  with  the  norm¬ 
ative  sample,  while  underachievers  (U)  scored  below  the  45th  per¬ 
centile  in  one  subscale  and  below  the  30th  percentile  on  the  other. 
Report  card  achievers  (a)  were  those  who  received  grades  of  A  or  B, 
while  underachievers  (u)  obtained  grades  of  D  or  F.  Four  groups 
of  students  were  formed:  (1)  achievers  with  respect  to  both 
measures  (Aa) ,  n  =  74;  (2)  standardized  test  achievers  but  report 
card  underachievers  (Au) ,  n  =  9;  (3)  standardized  test  underachievers 
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but  report  card  achievers  (Ua) ,  n  =  11;  and  (4)  underachievers  on 
both  measures  (Uu) ,  n  =  12.  The  groups  were  then  compared  as  to  the 
percentage  of  students  receiving  deviant  behavioral  ratings  with 
respect  to  the  10  factor  of  the  DESB  scale.  Unfortunately  the 
authors  failed  to  explain  the  criteria  used  for  a  ’’deviant"  rating. 

The  achievers  (Aa)  received  the  lowest  deviant  rating  per¬ 
centages  of  any  group.  Their  highest  rating  was  for  "Achievement 
anxiety"  (22%)  while  percentages  for  the  remaining  DESB  factors 
ranged  from  1%  to  9%.  A  considerably  larger  percentage  of  the 
Au  group  received  deviant  ratings  on  9  of  the  10  factors.  More 
than  30%  of  the  students  received  deviant  ratings  on  half  of  the 
factors  and  the  range  of  deviant  ratings  across  all  factors  was 
from  11%  to  67%.  The  authors  concluded:  "These  findings  indicate 
that  although  some  children  are  able  to  demonstrate  high  levels  of 
academic  achievement,  they  are  unsuccessful  in  meeting  the  inter¬ 
personal  demands  of  the  classroom  teacher"  (p.  102).  The  remaining 
two  groups  had  similar  ratings  to  those  of  the  Au  group. 

When  all  177  students  were  included  and  results  analyzed 
on  the  basis  of  language  arts  and  arithmetic  report  card  grades 
only,  the  relationship  between  ratings  on  the  DESB  scale  and 
achievement  was  more  clearly  defined.  The  percentage  of  students 
showing  little  or  no  behavioral  difficulty  decreased,  and  the  per¬ 
centage  showing  multiple  problems  increased,  as  report  card  grades  • 
declined  from  A  to  F.  The  authors  reported  that  these  behavioral 
differences  were  significant  with  respect  to  report  card  grades  but 
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not  with  respect  to  IQ,  although  they  failed  to  give  statistical 
evidence  for  this  claim.  The  findings  also  showed  that  report 
card  achievers  (n_  =  100)  were  rated  as  having  substantially  fewer 
behavioral  problems  than  did  underachievers,  irrespective  of 
level  of  achievement  on  the  standardized  test  or  overall  levels  of 
intelligence.  Underachievers  (n  =  68)  were  rated  as  having 
multiple  behavioral  problems,  some  of  which  necessitated  teacher 
intervention  and  control,  while  other  reflected  their  inability 
to  cope  with  the  academic  demands  of  the  classroom.  The  authors 
suggest  that  these  results  support  the  use  of  teacher  grades  in 

preference  to  standardized  achievement  tests. 

The  results  also  call  into  question  the  meaning 
of  achievement  scores  as  a  reflection  of  what  is 
learned  in  the  classroom.  The  present  data  sug¬ 
gest  that,  in  contrast  to  teacher  grades,  such 
test  scores  reflect  much  more  than  classroom 
functioning,  undoubtedly  including  general  intel¬ 
lectual  functioning  (and  extra-class  acquisition 
of  skills  and  knowledge)  and  test-taking  skills 
....  for  the  most  precise  measurement  of  classroom 
functioning  it  would  be  well  to  place  more  empha¬ 
sis  upon  teacher  grades  and  the  measurement  of 
those  classroom  behaviors  relevant  to  such  grades. 

(p.  104) 

Kim,  Anderson,  and  Bashaw  (1968a)  constructed  the  Child  Be¬ 
havior  Scale  (CBS)  from  66  items  taken  from  five  behavioral  rating 
scales.  Teachers  had  chosen  those  items  as  being  able  to  make  valid 
judgements  about  children  in  their  classes  without  causing  embarras- 
ment  to  the  teacher,  child,  or  parent.  Ratings  were  made  on  522 
grade  two  students  and  factor  analysis  yielded  three  factors: 

(1)  academic  maturity,  which  characterized  the  independent,  per¬ 
sistent,  and  responsible  child;  (2)  interpersonal  maturity,  which 
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was  concerned  with  the  child's  leadership,  participation,  and 
friendliness;  and  (3)  emotional  maturity,  which  was  concerned 
with  respect  for  others  and  emotional  control.  The  authors  then 
reported  (1968b)  that  the  best  combination  of  the  three-factor 
CBS  scale  was  a  better  predictor  of  teacher  grades  in  reading, 
arithmetic,  and  spelling  than  was  the  best  combination  of  sub¬ 
tests  from  the  Stanford  Achievement  Tests  battery  (canonical 
correlation  coefficients  of  .69  and  .57,  respectively ,£  <.01).  The 
authors  admit,  however,  that  the  higher  correlation  between  the 
behavioral  factor  ratings  and  grades  may  be  partly  caused  by 
the  possible  dependency  between  these  two  measures,  i.e.,  the 
teacher  might  have  been  influenced  by  the  student's  grades  when 
rating  his  behavior. 

Meyers,  Attwell,  and  Orpet  (1968)  administered  the 
linguistics  competencies  and  arithmetic  subtests  of  the  Cali¬ 
fornia  Achievement  Tests  (CAT)  and  the  language  and  nonlanguage 
subtests  of  the  California  Tests  of  Mental  Maturity  (CTMM)  to 
57  grade  five  students  from  among  100  on  whom  they  had  earlier 
obtained  kindergarten  test  data  (psychomotor,  linguistic,  and 
figural  reasoning  development  plus  the  Binet  digit-span  task) 
and  teacher  ratings  on  characteristics  of  test  behaviors.  Step¬ 
wise  multiple  regression  procedures  revealed  that  the  best  kinder¬ 
garten  predictor  of  grade  five  test  scores  was  an  expressive 
picture  vocabulary  task  (r  =  • 50  for  both  CAT  total  achievement 
and  CTMM  language  IQ  scores),  but  the  next  best  predictors  were 
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behavioral  ratings  of  attentiveness  and  amount  of  motor  activity 
in  the  test  situation.  ’’Attention"  was  the  best  predictor  for 
three  of  the  CAT  subtests  ("reading  words,"  r^  =  .396;  "reading 
comprehension,"  _r  =  .434;  and  "spelling,"  _r  =  .377)  and  the 
second  best  predictor  for  two  of  the  remaining  six  criterion 
tests.  Thus  behavior  ratings  were  found  to  be  moderate  pre¬ 
dictors  of  achievement  occurring  four  and  one-half  years  later. 

A  few  studies  employed  both  teacher  rating  scales  as 
well  as  direct  observation  of  student  behavior.  Forness  (1973) 
observed  94  lower-middle-class  kindergarten  students  in  October 
and  again  in  March  using  a  modification  of  Cobb’s  (1970)  system. 
Observed  behaviors  were  coded  into  one  of  two  on-task  categories 
(verbal  response  or  attending)  or  into  one  of  two  off-task 
categories  (not  attending  or  disrupting).  At  the  end  of  each  of 
the  two  observation  phases  teachers  were  asked  to  rate  each  child 
with  respect  to  reading  readiness/language  development,  relation¬ 
ship  with  other  children,  and  attitude  toward  classroom  rules. 

It  was  found  the  on-task  behavior  categories  accounted  for  slightly 
more  than  80  percent  of  the  children’s  classroom  behavior  while 
disrupting  behavior  was  practically  nonexistent.  Both  the  observed 
behaviors  and  teacher  rated  behaviors  showed  stability  over  the 
five-month  time  interval. 

With  reference  to  the  relationship  between  observed  and 
rated  behaviors,  teacher  ratings  in  October  were  moderate  predictors 
of  on-task  behaviors  in  March  ( r  =  .49)  and  observed  behaviors  in 
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October  were  moderate  predictors  of  March  teacher  ratings  (jr  =  .44). 
The  two  off-task  categories  yielded  the  strongest  relationships  in 
this  regard,  where  the  corresponding  _r '  s  for  "not  attending"  were 
-.48  and  -.37,  respectively,  while  the  infrequently  observed  "dis¬ 
rupting"  behaviors  yielded  respective  r^'s  of  -.38  and  -.45.  Stu¬ 
dents  were  then  identified  as  "at  risk"  with  respect  to  successful 
school  performance  if  they  scored  lower  than  one  standard  deviation 
below  the  mean  for  observed  on-task  behaviors  in  October  or  behav¬ 
ioral  ratings  made  by  teachers  in  March.  Of  18  students  identified 
as  "at  risk"  according  to  observed  behaviors,  10  were  "at  risk" 
five  months  later  according  to  teacher  ratings.  Although  no  infor¬ 
mation  was  provided  to  explain  whether  the  decrease  in  the  number 
of  "at  risk"  students  was  due  to  changes  in  some  of  the  students' 
behavior  patterns  or  merely  because  of  differences  in  criteria  used 
by  these  two  methods,  the  author  states  that  some  students  labelled 
"at  risk"  by  teachers  did  not  exhibit  this  behaviorally ,  and  vice 
versa.  This  does  point  out  that  direct  observation  of  student  be¬ 
havior  might  provide  useful  information  to  the  teacher  when  as¬ 
sessing  the  child's  response  to  the  learning  environment. 

In  a  further  analysis  of  this  same  data,  Forness,  Guthrie, 
and  Nihira  (1975)  grouped  students  into  four  clusters  based  upon 
percentages  of  observed  on— task  and  off— task  behaviors.  Signif 
icant  differences  occurred  between  the  first  and  fourth  clusters 
only,  where  the  mean  percentage  of  on-task  behavior  for  cluster 
1  (n  =  25)  was  significantly  greater  than  that  for  the  remaining 
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clusters  [F_(l,  90)  =  57.1,  £  ^  .01],  whereas  it  was  significantly 
lower  (_F  =  30.9,  £  <  .01)  for  cluster  4  (n  =  16).  Cluster  1  was 
also  rated  significantly  higher  on  the  teacher  ratings  for  reading 
readiness  (_F  =  8.415,  £  <£  .01),  peer  relationships  (F  =  8.514,  £< 
.01),  and  attitudes  toward  school  rules  (F  =  6.235,  £  <  .02).  Clus¬ 
ter  4  was  rated  significantly  lower  on  peer  relationships  (F  =  11.819, 
£  <  .01)  and  attitudes  (F  =  16.463,  £  <  .01),  and  approached  signifi¬ 
cance  for  reading  readiness  ( ¥_  =  3.031,  £<  .08).  Further,  cluster  4 
students  received  significantly  more  teacher  attention  for  both  on- 
task  (F  =  5.73,  £  <  .05)  and  off-task  behaviors  (F  =  36.8,  £<  .01), 
as  well  as  greater  peer  response  to  off -task  behaviors  (F  =  19.45,  £ 

^  .01).  In  contrast,  cluster  1  students  received  the  least  amount  of 
social  response  to  both  on-  and  off-task  behaviors.  The  authors  spec¬ 
ulate  that  this  was  because  these  students  exhibited  fewer  active  be¬ 
haviors  (i.e.  "verbal  responding"  and  "disrupting"  categories).  They 
further  suggest  that  cluster  4  students  could  be  considered  education¬ 
ally  "at  risk"  on  a  number  of  criteria,  and  that  their  most  salient 
characteristic  was  overactivity  in  both  on-  and  off-task  situations. 
Cluster  1  students,  on  the  other  hand,  were  attentive,  asked  fewer 
questions,  and  did  not  disrupt  the  class,  all  without  much  effort  from 
the  teacher.  Finally,  the  authors  suggest  that  the  differences  be¬ 
tween  the  behaviors  of  cluster  4  students  with  respect  to  the  other 
groups  may  have  been  related  to  the  fact  that  75%  of  this  group  was 
comprised  of  male  students,  whereas  the  other  groups  contained  equal 
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numbers  of  boys  and  girls.  No  tests  were  conducted  to  test  this 
supposition. 

Camp  and  Zimet  (1974)  used  both  teacher  ratings  and  direct 
observation  instruments  with  49  grade  one  students  in  two  classes 
to  examine  relationships  between  student  behavior  and  reading 
achievement.  The  two  teachers  rated  their  students'  behaviors 
using  two  instruments:  (1)  the  96-item  Pittsburgh  Adjustment  Sur¬ 
vey  Scale  designed  to  measure  first  grade  children's  aggressive, 
passive-aggressive,  withdrawn,  and  prosocial  behaviors;  and  (2) 
the  39-item  Conners  Teacher  Rating  Scale,  designed  for  use  in  drug 
studies  and  measuring  factors  labelled  hyperactive,  daydreaming/ 
inattentive,  anxious/f earful ,  defiant /aggressive ,  and  health/ 
social/cooperative.  In  addition,  students'  behaviors  were  inde¬ 
pendently  recorded  on  a  category  scale,  the  most  frequently  occur¬ 
ring  categories  being  "on-task,"  "off-task,"  "deviant,"  and  "non¬ 
deviant."  Reading  achievement  and  intelligence  scores  were  ob¬ 
tained  using  standardized  tests. 

Results  showed  that  the  positive  behavior  subscales  of  the 
two  rating  instruments,  "prosocial"  and  "health/social/cooperative. 1 
were  significantly  related  (jr  =  -.60,  £  ^  .01,  "health  scores  were  as¬ 
signed  negative  values).  Further,  "anxiety"  and  "withdrawn  factors 

from  the  two  scales  were  also  highly  related  (r  =  .72,  <.01),  and 

all  remaining  subscales  were  significantly  intercorrelated  (r's 
ranging  from  .32  to  .96,  £4.05),  indicating  that  teachers  main¬ 
tained  a  response  set  when  rating  children.  The  two  teachers  gave 
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similar  ratings  on  positive  classroom  behavior  but  differed  sig- 

2 

nificantly  in  their  ratings  of  negative  behavior  (X  =  6.90,  £  <.05) 
even  though  the  data  from  independent  observations  showed  that  the 
two  classes  were  very  similar.  The  authors  suggest  that  professionals 
who  rely  heavily  upon  behavioral  reports  in  dealing  with  children 
might  obtain  more  reliable  information  from  teachers’  assessments  of 
positive  behaviors  than  of  negative  behaviors.  Observed  '’off-task" 
behavior  correlated  with  teacher  ratings  and  achievement  while  obser¬ 
vations  of  "on-task"  and  "deviant"  behaviors  did  not,  although  this 
was  probably  because  the  coding  procedure  used  was  more  apt  to  record 
higher  incidences  of  "off-task"  behaviors.  Further,  the  authors 
suggest  that  behaviors  likely  to  interfere  with  learning  are  those 
which  interrupt  the  student’s  attention  to  the  task  and  that  behaviors 
usually  considered  as  inappropriate,  such  as  vocalizing  or  moving 
about,  may  not  be  interfering  with  attention  to  the  task.  Failure  to 
account  for  compatibility  between  behavior  and  application  to  the 
task  may  be  one  reason  why  previous  studies  have  reported  insignifi¬ 
cant  correlations  between  teacher  ratings  and  observer  records  of 
student  behaviors. 

The  study  by  Solomon  and  Kendall  (1975)  illustrates  this 
point.  Using  the  Florida  Climate  and  Control  System  they  recorded 
student  misbehavior  and  teacher  discipline  and  criticism  behavior  in 
three  open  program  and  three  traditional  program  classrooms  at  the 
grade  three  and  four  levels.  As  well,  teacher  ratings  of  students' 
"undisciplined  activity"  were  also  obtained.  The  observation  data 
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showed  that  although  the  mean  student  misbehavior  score  was  non- 
signif icantly  higher  for  the  open  classrooms  (10.00  vs.  7.75,  IJ  =  2, 
n.s.),  the  mean  score  for  teacher  discipline  and  criticism  behavior 
was  significantly  higher  for  traditional  classes  (12.58  vs.  5.00,  U 
=  0,  £  <  .05).  Correlations  between  teachers'  ratings  of  students' 
undisciplined  activity  and  type  of  class  showed  that  teachers  in 
traditional  classes  perceived  more  student  misbehavior  than  did  open- 
class  teachers  (r  =  -.33,  £  <  .01),  although  students  themselves  did 
not  perceive  a  significant  difference  in  the  general  level  of  dis¬ 
ruptiveness  between  the  two  types  of  classes  (r  =  .05). 

Bloom  (1976)  investigated  the  relationship  between  teacher- 
student  compatibility  and  teacher  ratings  of  student  behaviors.  The 
115  students  for  this  study  had  been  identified  by  their  34  teachers 
as  normal  (n  =  34),  retainable  within  the  classroom  (n  =  41),  or  re¬ 
ferable  (n  =  40) .  Student  behaviors  were  rated  on  the  58-item  Balow 
School  Behavior  Profile  yielding  three  factors:  poor  control,  develop¬ 
mental  immaturity,  and  anxious/neurotic.  Teacher-student  compatibility 
indices  were  computed  from  responses  on  a  self-report  questionnaire 
(the  FIRO  scale)  which  rates  an  individual's  expressed  behavior  toward 
others  and  the  behavior  he  expects  from  others.  Multivariate  analyses 
of  variance  showed  no  relationship  between  teacher-student  compati¬ 
bility  and  nomination  of  students  as  normal,  retainable,  or  refer¬ 
able,  although  behavioral  ratings  on  the  Balow  scale  indicated  sig¬ 
nificant  differences  between  the  normal  students  and  the  other  two 
groups.  Canonical  correlations  were  then  computed  to  test  the 
relationship  between  teacher-student  compatibility  and  teacher 
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behavioral  ratings.  The  only  relationship  occurred  with  the  Balow 
items  indicating  severely  disturbed  student  behaviors.  The  author 
concluded  that  this  supported  the  argument  that  "...school  behavior 
problems  and  emotional  disturbance  are  discrete  entities"  (p.  145). 

Summary  and  discussion.  The  studies  reviewed  in  this 
section  have  demonstrated  that  teacher  ratings  of  student  behaviors 
are  moderate  predictors  of  student  achievement  and  that  most  relation¬ 
ships  were  in  the  expected  direction.  The  study  by  Meyers  et  al. 

(1968)  showed  moderate  stability  of  this  relationship  over  a  four- 
year  time  interval,  although  the  teacher  ratings  were  only  of 
students’  test-taking  behaviors  -  a  rather  narrow  subset  of  class¬ 
room  behaviors.  Although  the  relationship  was  reported  to  vary 
with  subject  area  (Swift  and  Spivack,  1968)  it  was  pointed  out  this 
result  might  have  been  a  statistical  artifact.  Teacher  ratings 
were  also  found  to  be  stronger  predictors  of  achievement  measured 
by  teacher— assigned  grades  than  were  standardized  test  scores  (Kim 
et  al.,  1968),  although  this  might  have  been  due  to  a  possible 
dependency  between  the  two  types  of  teacher  assessments.  Nevertheless, 
Swift  and  Spivack  (1969)  present  a  strong  argument  for  the  use  of 
teacher  grades  to  measure  the  student’s  progress  in  coping  with  the 
academic  demands  of  the  classroom.  Further,  a  number  of  studies 
revealed  that  boys  were  rated  as  displaying  more  achievement- 
impeding  behaviors  than  were  girls  (e.g.,  Fomess  et  al.,  1975; 

Spivack  &  Swift,  1966;  and  Swift  &  Spivack,  1968),  although  studies 
by  Camp  and  Zimet  (1974)  and  Solomon  and  Kendall  (1975)  caution 
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against  making  a  priori  judgements  about  the  inappropriateness 
of  behaviors. 

It  was  also  shown  that  although  there  was  moderate  agree¬ 
ment  between  teacher  ratings  and  independent  observations  of 
student  behavior  (Forness,  1973;  Forness  et  al. ,  1975),  notable 
discrepancies  were  found.  Camp  and  Zimet  (1974)  describe  the 
difficulties  encountered  when  trying  to  compare  the  results  of 
these  two  methods,  for  even  if  the  items  used  by  teachers  and 
observers  were  identical,  direct  observation  will  represent  a 
much  smaller  segment  than  will  a  teacher  making  a  rating.  Also, 
most  rating  scales  have  been  designed  to  measure  negatively  valued 
behaviors,  an  observation  which  is  borne  out  by  an  examination  of 
the  scales  used  in  the  studies  reviewed  in  this  section.  The  focus 
on  negative  behaviors  might  be  explained  by  Spivack  and  Swift 
(1973),  who  reviewed  the  rating  scales  used  in  only  those  studies 
which  investigated  relationships  between  overt  student  behaviors 
and  achievement.  They  remarked  that  the  categories  in  such  scales 
reflected  a  concern  with  mental  health  rather  than  behaviors 
associated  with  productive  classroom  learning.  In  their  estimate, 
only  3  of  the  19  scales  reviewed  provided  reasonable  breadth  in 
behaviors  covered,  as  well  as  evidence  of  reliability,  validity, 
and  norms  data. 

As  well,  studies  by  Elmore  and  Beggs  (1972,  1975)  showed 
that  teacher  ratings  of  students 1  general  classroom  behavior  were 
not  stable  over  a  relatively  short  period  of  time.  A  total  of  87 
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elementary  teachers  in  the  1972  study  and  30  elementary  teachers 
in  the  1975  study  rated  their  students  with  respect  to  16  behav¬ 
ioral  items  on  a  5-,  7-,  and  9-  point  scale  over  a  test-retest 
period  of  two  weeks.  Reliability  coefficients  for  each  item  were 
not  statistically  different  from  zero  on  each  of  the  rating  scales 
nor  were  they  statistically  different  across  the  three  rating 
scales  (jd  >  .05).  There  was  a  slight  increase  in  item  reliabil¬ 
ities  as  the  number  of  rating  options  increased  from  five  to  nine. 
The  authors  suggested  that  the  teachers,  in  spite  of  being 
instructed  to  rate  the  general  classroom  behavior  of  students, 
might  have  focused  instead  on  specific  incidents,  thus  accounting 
for  the  instability  in  their  ratings.  The  results  supported  those 
of  four  other  studies  cited  by  the  authors,  although  two  other 
studies  were  reported  to  have  shown  fairly  high  test-retest  relia¬ 
bilities  for  teacher-rated  behaviors  (_r's  of  .50  and  .80). 

The  deficiencies  in  using  rating  scales,  as  described  by 
Spivack  and  Swift  (1973)  and  Elmore  and  Beggs  (1972,  1975),  suggest 
that  direct  observation  of  students’  behavior  might  be  a  more 
appropriate  approach  for  classroom  use  in  investigating  relation¬ 
ships  with  student  product  measures. 

Studies  Using  Direct  Observation  of  Student  Behaviors 

Perkins  (1964,  1965)  focused  on  the  behavioral  differences 
between  two  matched  samples  of  upper— middle  class  grade  five 
achieving  and  underachieving  students.  A  total  of  72  students  from 
14  classrooms  were  matched  with  respect  to  sex,  IQ,  entering  reading 


' 


scores,  and- classroom  membership.  Grade  point  averages  based  on 
third-  and  fourth-grade  marks  in  language,  arithmetic,  social 
studies,  and  science  were  computed  for  each  student.  those  stu¬ 
dents  with  IQ  scores  of  at  least  114  and  whose  grade  point 
averages  fell  at  least  one  standard  error  of  estimate  below  the 
regression  line  for  the  classroom  were  designated  as  "under¬ 
achievers"  (n  =  36),  while  those  students  whose  grade  point  aver¬ 
ages  fell  within  one  standard  error  of  estimate  above  the  re¬ 
gression  line  were  labelled  "achievers"  (n  =  36).  Student  be¬ 
haviors,  teacher  behaviors,  and  type  of  learning  activity  were 
coded  by  trained  observers  over  a  five-month  period  in  the  sub¬ 
ject  areas  corresponding  to  those  used  in  computing  the  grade  point 
averages.  Mean  percentages  were  calculated  for  each  student  be¬ 
havior  category  and  comparisons  between  student  groups  were  made 
using  one-tailed  tests  of  significance.  Both  achievers  and  under¬ 
achievers  spent  approximately  75  percent  of  their  time  engaged  in 
work-oriented  behaviors,  although  this  might  have  been  because  75 
percent  of  the  observations  were  made  during  teacher-directed  activ¬ 
ities.  Achievers  spent  more  time  in  social  work  with  peers  (5.47% 
vs.  4.21%,  £  <  .05)  and  underachievers  exhibited  more  withdrawal 
behaviors  (10.64%  vs.  8.22%,  £  <  .01)  as  well  as  total  off-task 
behaviors  (21.93%  vs.  17.69%,  £  <  .01).  Arithmetic  posed  more 
problems  for  underachievers  than  did  the  other  subjects,  as  was 
evidenced  by  the  greater  frequency  of  withdrawal  behaviors  when 
compared  to  achievers  (9.85%  vs.  7.34%,  £  <  .05).  There  were  no 
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consistent  sex-linked  behaviors  although  boys  did  display  more 
withdrawal  behavior  than  did  girls  (10.31%  vs.  7.13%,  £  <  .01). 
Factor  analysis  of  all  of  the  data  showed  that  work-oriented 
student  behavior,  and  teacher  behavior  and  teacher  learning- 
facilitative  roles  (e.g. ,  leading  recitation),  were  associated 
with  increased  academic  achievement,  whereas  student  withdrawal 
and  teacher  criticism  were  associated  with  decreased  academic 
achievement . 

Lahaderne  (1968)  coded  behaviors  of  125  grade  six  stu¬ 
dents  on  a  dichotomous  "attentive"  versus  "inattentive"  scale. 
Achievement  scores  were  obtained  on  reading  and  arithmetic  with 
the  Scott-Foresman  Reading  Test  and  subtests  of  the  Stanford 
Achievement  Tests,  while  students’  attitudes  were  measured  with 
the  Student  Opinion  Poll  and  The  Michigan  Student  Questionnaire. 
Attentive  behavior  was  significantly  positively  related  to  reading 
achievement  (r/s  ranging  from  .39  to  .51,  £  <  .01)  and  arithmetic 
achievement  (r  ’  s  ranging  from  .39  to  .53)  for  both  boys  and  girls. 
Conversely,  inattentive  behavior  was  significantly  negatively 
related  to  achievement  in  both  subjects  (_r's  ranging  from  -.42  to 
-.53  and  -.39  to  -.52,  respectively).  When  the  effects  of  IQ 
were  partialed  out,  the  relationship  between  attentive  behavior 
and  reading  achievement  remained  significant  for  both  boys  and 
girls  on  the  Scott-Foresman  scores  only  (.£12. 3* s  ° f  *31  and  .26, 
respectively,  £  <  .05),  and  the  relationship  with  arithmetic  re¬ 
mained  significant  for  boys  only  (jj£.3  =  *26,  £  <  .05).  No 
relationship  was  observed  between  students’  attitudes  toward 
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school  and  either  attention  or  achievement,  although  the  possible 
effect  of  attitudes  may  have  been  overshadowed  by  constraints 
placed  on  students  to  be  attentive.  The  author  concluded  that  the 
relationship  between  attentive  behavior  and  achievement  seems  to 
be  differentially  affected  by  sex  and  subject  area. 

A  partial  replication  of  this  study  was  conducted  by 
Samuels  and  Turnure  (1974)  with  88  students  in  grade  one.  Reading 
achievement  was  measured  using  45  words  randomly  selected  from  the 
Dolch  (1956)  list  of  basic  sight  words  for  recognition,  and  mean 
achievement  scores  were  compared  among  quartile  groups  of  students 
as  determined  by  percentage  of  attentive  behavior.  The  results 
confirmed  the  relationship  between  attentiveness  and  reading 
achievement  (_r  =  .44,  £  <  .01).  Further,  girls  were  superior  to 
boys  on  both  achievement  [f^(l,79)  =  3.96,  £  <  .05]  and  attentive¬ 
ness  (_t  =  3.08,  df  =  86,  £  <  .01),  suggesting  that  the  often  re¬ 
ported  superiority  of  girls  in  reading  achievement  may  be  mediated 
by  an  attending  variable. 

Cobb  (1969)  observed  the  classroom  behavior  of  103  grade 
four  students  in  two  schools  during  arithmetic  classes  in  October 
and  March  of  the  1968-69  school  year.  Arithmetic  achievement 
scores  for  both  time  periods,  as  well  as  linguistics  competencies 
scores  for  October  only,  were  obtained  with  the  Stanford  Achieve- 
ment  Tests.  Additional  student  data  included  IQ  scores  and  socio- 
economic  status.  Stepwise  regression  analysis  was  carried  out  on 
the  data  from  one  school  only  (School  A,  n_  =  60)  and  revealed  that 
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attention  and  talking  to  peers  about  academic  matters  were  among 
the  first  five  predictors  of  arithmetic  achievement  in  all  seven 
subtest  analyses  of  October  and  March  results,  and  that  self¬ 
stimulation,  complying  with  teacher  requests,  and  out  of  chair 
activities  appeared  as  significant  predictors  in  six  of  the  seven 
analyses.  The  final  multiple  R’s  ranged  from  .60  to  .72.  When 
multiple  regression  equations  were  used  to  predict  linguistics 
achievement  from  arithmetic  behaviors  the  results  were  less  con¬ 
sistent,  with  self-stimulation  and  talking  to  peers  about  academic 
matters  the  only  consistent  behaviors  among  the  first  five  pre¬ 
dictors.  Multiple  R' s  ranged  from  .56  to  .72.  When  IQ,  sex,  and 
socioeconomic  variables  were  added  into  the  regression  equations, 
the  multiple  R's  for  arithmetic  achievement  ranged  from  .77  to 
.90,  and  from  .74  to  .81  for  linguistics  achievement.  Perhaps 
most  significantly,  the  behavioral  categories  accounted  for  up  to 
19  percent  of  variance  in  achievement  scores,  second  only  to  the 
contribution  accounted  for  by  IQ  scores  (from  33  to  66  percent  of 
variance).  SES  never  accounted  for  more  than  two  percent,  while  sex 
accounted  for  up  to  nine  percent  of  the  variance.  Finally,  the  March 
arithmetic  behaviors  for  School  A  students  were  used  in  cross-valid¬ 
ation  to  predict  achievement  for  School  B  students.  The  jr’s  between 
predicted  and  actual  arithmetic  scores  ranged  from  .28  to  .54,  which 
were  significant  for  all  but  one  of  the  seven  analyses  (£  <  .05)  and 
significant  at  the  £  <  .001  level  for  five  of  the  seven  analyses. 
Corresponding  figures  for  predicted  linguistics  achievement  were  all 
non-significant  (r's  ranging  from  .19  to  .24). 
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In  a  further  description  of  results  from  this  study,  Cobb 
(1972)  suggests  that  because  talking  to  peers  about  academic 
matters  was  a  consistent  predictor  of  achievement,  the  successful 
student  practices  academic  skills  through  his  social  interactions 
while  the  less  successful  student  does  not.  Also,  because  com¬ 
pliance  was  a  strong  predictor  of  arithmetic  in  the  cross-valid¬ 
ation  analysis,  the  children  who  follow  teacher  instructions  are 
more  likely  to  be  achievers.  He  also  argues  that  a  combination 
of  specific  behavior  categories  can  be  highly  predictive  of  arith¬ 
metic  achievement,  as  evidenced  by  the  size  of  the  multiple  cor¬ 
relation  coefficients  obtained  in  both  schools. 

Similar  results  were  found  in  a  study  with  134  grade  one 
children  during  reading  and  arithmetic  classes  (Cobb,  1970). 

Children  spent  about  84  percent  of  their  time  engaged  in  appro¬ 
priate  behaviors,  which  Cobb  termed  "survival  skills."  A  com¬ 
posite  score  of  all  appropriate  behavior  categories  was  significantly 
predictive  of  achievement  in  reading  (r.  =  .42,  £  <  .0005)  and 
arithmetic  (r  =  .31,  £  <  .0005),  but  higher  correlations  were 
obtained  with  multiple  regression  procedures  when  using  only  the 
best  two  predictors  for  reading  ( R.  =  .59,  £  <  .01)  and  arithmetic 
(R  =  .42,  £  <  .01).  This  predictive  superiority  of  small  combin¬ 
ations  of  discrete  student  behavior  categories  is  in  direct  con¬ 
trast  to  the  best  teacher  behavior  predictors  of  student  achieve¬ 
ment,  which  were  found  by  Rosenshine  and  Furst  (1971)  to  be 
global  in  nature.  Although  the  two  best  predictors  of  reading 
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achievement  (attending  and  volunteering,  jr's  of  .47  and  .42, 
respectively)  were  not  the  same  as  those  for  arithmetic  achieve¬ 
ment  (looking  around  and  compliance,  r_'s  of  -.33  and  .28,  res¬ 
pectively),  the  stability  of  behaviors  across  academic  subjects 
was  indicated  by  the  fact  that  13  of  the  15  behavior  categories 
were  significantly  correlated  with  achievement  in  both  subjects 
and  in  the  predicted  direction.  When  regression  analysis  was 
used  to  cross-validate  behaviors  and  achievement  across  the  two 
academic  subjects,  attending  behavior  was  found  to  be  a  powerful 
predictor.  From  this  the  author  concluded:  "A  mixture  of  sta¬ 
bility  and  flux  characterize  the  findings  regarding  survival 
skills  across  academic  settings.  Some  behaviors  were  crucial 
to  academic  success  in  both  settings,  while  others  were  situation 
specific"  (p.  65). 

When  high  and  low  socioeconomic  students  were  compared 
with  respect  to  the  percentage  of  time  engaged  in  "survival  skill" 

behaviors,  the  low  SES  students  were  found  to  engage  in  less 

2 

appropriate  behaviors  in  reading  (X  =  7.25,  £  <  .01)  and  arith- 

2 

metic  (X  =  16.0,  £  <  .001).  The  low  SES  students  also  showed 
greater  variability  in  their  behaviors,  as  evidenced  by  the  larger 
number  of  behavior  categories  which  correlated  significantly  with 
achievement,  and  the  correlation  of  the  composite  behavior  score 
with  achievement  was  also  greater  for  this  group  of  students. 

Sex  was  a  less  powerful  moderator  variable  except  for  behaviors 
having  to  do  with  following  the  teacher's  requests  (boys  were  more 
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compliant  during  arithmetic  than  were  girls).  As  in  the  1969  study, 
the  most  powerful  predictions  of  achievement  occurred  when  behav¬ 
iors,  sex,  and  SES  were  used  in  the  regression  equations. 

Forness  (1972)  used  a  modification  of  Cobb's  (1970)  cate¬ 
gory  system  to  code  behaviors  of  24  male  school  problem  children 
and  their  normal  male  peer  members  of  reading  and  arithmetic  groups 
at  the  grade  one,  two,  and  three  levels.  Scores  on  achievement 
and  intelligence  were  obtained  with  standardized  tests.  All  stu¬ 
dents  were  of  normal  intelligence.  Results  showed  that  disruptive 
behavior  was  almost  nonexistent  and  that  attending  behavior  was 
most  often  engaged  in  by  both  groups  of  students,  although  normal 
children  exhibited  higher  percentages  of  attending  behavior 
(£  <  .003,  two-tailed  _t  tests)  than  did  problem  children  in  both 
reading  (66%  vs.  53%)  and  arithmetic  (62%  vs.  49%).  Similar 
results  were  found  for  total  attentive  behavior  (attending  plus 
positive  interaction).  Conversely,  problem  children  exhibited 
significantly  greater  percentages  (]3  <  .003,  two-tailed  _t  tests) 
of  non-attending  behaviors  in  both  reading  (23%  vs.  13%)  and  arith¬ 
metic  (25%  vs.  17%).  It  was  also  found  that  the  problem  students 
received  significantly  more  attention  from  the  teacher  (jp  <  .01) 
than  did  their  peers  during  periods  of  academic  interaction  in 
both  reading  (10%  vs.  7%)  and  arithmetic  (7%  vs.  4%),  although 
more  than  80%  of  behaviors  received  no  overt  response  from  anyone. 
The  finding  parallels  that  found  in  a  study  cited  earlier  using 
teacher  ratings  of  student  behaviors  (Forness  et  al. ,  1975). 
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In  contrast  to  most  other  studies,  there  were  no  signifi¬ 
cant  relationships  between  behavioral  categories  and  achievement. 

The  author  admits  that  this  might  be  because  of  the  atypical  sub¬ 
jects  in  this  sample  who  showed  extreme  variability  in  their  be¬ 
haviors,  and  also  perhaps  because  the  behavioral  categories  were 
not  as  discrete  as  those  used  in  other  studies.  It  was  also  found 
that  teachers  expected  low  socioeconomic  students  to  be  more  likely 
in  need  of  more  serious  intervention  treatment,  such  as  placement 
within  special  classes,  than  were  students  of  higher  socioeconomic 
standing,  as  indicated  by  the  correlation  between  students’  SES  and 
teacher  expectations  for  student  referrals  (r_  =  .409,  £  <  .05).  Fur 
ther,  teacher  expectations  were  also  negatively  related  to  the  level 
of  peer  attention  to  the  classroom  group,  indicating  that  the  higher 
this  level  the  less  likely  the  teacher  felt  able  to  cope  with  the 
child  in  her  classroom.  Finally,  high  correlations  were  found  be¬ 
tween  levels  of  subjects'  and  peers'  attentiveness  in  reading  (jr  = 
.551,  £  <  .01)  and  arithmetic  (_r  =  .454,  £  <  .05),  indicating  that 
the  attending  behavior  of  the  problem  children  was  a  function  of 
their  peers'  attending  behavior  even  though  the  levels  were  signifi¬ 
cantly  different  for  these  two  groups  of  students. 

In  a  follow-up  of  these  24  problem  children  one  year  later, 
Forness  and  Esveldt  (1975)  reported  that  only  7  students  remained 
in  regular  classes,  while  10  were  receiving  supplementary  services 
in  regular  classrooms,  4  were  in  special  classrooms,  and  3  were  in 
psychiatric  hospitals.  The  authors  noted:  "The  correlation  between 
severity  of  intervention  and  magnitude  of  each  subject's  mean 
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discrepancy  from  his  peers  in  total  positive  behavior  approached 
significance  (_r  =  .35,  £  <  .10)"  (p.  384).  This  suggested  that 
observed  classroom  behavior  might  be  a  useful  tool  in  early 
screening  of  students  in  need  of  intervention  procedures. 

Soli  (1974)  used  Cobb’s  (1969)  category  system  with  204 
grade  four  children  in  7  classrooms  to  identify  behavioral  pattern 
differences  among  high  achievers,  average  achievers,  low  achievers, 
and  students  referred  to  the  school  psychologist  because  of  behav¬ 
ioral  problems.  High  achievers  were  the  top  three  students  in 
the  class  on  a  combined  reading  and  arithmetic  score  from  a  stand¬ 
ardized  test,  while  low  achievers  were  the  three  students  in  each 
class  scoring  lowest  on  this  measure.  Observations  of  students' 
behaviors  were  made  during  structured  language  arts  and  arithmetic 
instruction,  and  both  the  observation  and  achievement  data  were 
standardized  within  classrooms  before  comparing  groups  across 
classrooms.  Results  showed  that  high  achievers  when  compared  with 

low  achievers  displayed  significantly  higher  median  percentages  of 

2 

total  positive  behaviors,  volunteering,  and  attending  (x  's  of 
10.52,  8.25,  and  10.12,  respectively,  £  <  .05)  and  significantly 
lower  median  percentages  of  looking  around  and  non-attending  be¬ 
haviors  (x2,s  of  10.85  and  8.09,  respectively,  £  <  .05).  There 
were  no  significant  differences  between  average  and  high  achievers' 
behavioral  profiles.  The  referral  students  when  compared  to  high 

achievers  exhibited  significantly  higher  median  percentages  of 

2 

playing,  looking  around,  and  non-attending  behaviors  (x_  ' s  of 
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14.27,  £  <  .01;  8.76,  j>.  <  .05;  and  19.76,  jd  <  .001,  respectively) 

and  significantly  lower  median  percentages  of  total  positive  and 

2. 

attending  behaviors  (_X  fs  of  16.26,  £  <  .001;  and  14.83,  £  <  .01, 
respectively).  The  only  significant  difference  between  the  behav¬ 
ioral  profiles  of  low  achievers  and  referrals  was  in  non-attending 

behaviors,  which  were  significantly  higher  for  the  referral  stu- 

2 

dents  (X  =  9.59,  <  .05).  However,  the  author  points  out  that 

referrals  exhibited  more  than  three  times  the  amount  of  playing 
behavior  (9%)  and  about  half  the  amount  of  compliance  (1.2%)  than 
did  any  of  the  other  groups.  Further,  he  claims  that  differences 
between  the  referral  and  low  achieving  students  emerge  when  their 
behaviors  are  viewed  in  terms  of  deviations  from  those  exhibited 
by  average  achievers.  Here  the  referrals  show  more  than  double 
the  deviation  in  attending  behaviors  than  did  low  achievers  (12.4% 
vs.  5.6%)  and  more  than  seven  times  the  deviation  in  non-attending 
behaviors  (6.2%  vs.  0.8%).  No  tests  of  significance  were  used  for 
these  latter  comparisons.  He  concludes  that  although  both  low 
achievers  and  referrals  are  deficient  in  positive  behaviors,  the 
distinction  between  the  two  groups  is  manifested  by  the  nature  of 
their  negative  behaviors,  which  is  active  for  referrals  and  passive 
for  low  achievers.  Most  of  the  referral  group  (12  of  the  15  students) 
was-  comprised  of  boys.  Further,  more  than  half  of  these  would  have 
been  placed  in  the  low  achievers  category  had  they  not  been  nominated 


as  referrals. 
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In  yet  another  study  using  Cobb's  category  system,  Soli 


and  Devine  (1976)  coded  the  behaviors  of  312  students  at  the  grade 
three  and  four  levels  during  arithmetic  and  verbal  skills  instruction 
(including  language  arts  and  social  studies  but  not  reading)  during 
both  teacher-directed  and  non-teacher-directed  settings.  Verbal 
skills  achievement  was  assessed  with  two  subtests  of  the  Gates- 
McGinitie  Reading  Test,  while  arithmetic  achievement  was  measured 
with  tests  constructed  by  the  authors  and  based  on  classroom  work. 
Using  stepwise  regression  analyses  they  found  that  four  behavior 
categories  were  moderate  predictors  for  total  achievement  (R  =  .45), 
verbal  skills  achievement  (R  =  .30)  and  arithmetic  ( R  =  .45).  Two 
categories  (positive  peer  interaction  and  self-stimulation)  were 
common  to  all  three  analyses,  indicating  a  moderate  degree  of  behav¬ 
ioral  stability  across  settings.  When  verbal  skills  behaviors  were 
used  in  cross-validation  to  predict  arithmetic  achievement  the  re¬ 
sulting  r.  was  .29,  while  the  relationship  between  arithmetic  behav¬ 
iors  to  verbal  skills  achievement  yielded  an  r^  of  .17. 

The  students  were  then  divided  at  the  mean  of  combined 
achievement  scores  into  high  and  low  achievers.  The  four  best  pre¬ 
dictors  for  high  achievers  (positive  peer  interaction,  initiation 
to  the  teacher,  inappropriate  locale,  and  noisy  behaviors)  and  the 
four  best  predictors  for  low  achievers  (playing,  not  attending, 
self-stimulation,  and  complying  behaviors)  yielded  identical  mod¬ 
erate  R's  of  .44,  although  the  categories  were  different  for  both 
groups.  Further,  total  positive  behavior  and  achievement  were 
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found  to  be  more  highly  correlated  among  low  achievers  (r  =  .27, 

£  <  .001)  than  high  achievers  (jr  =  -.05,  n.s.),  and  their  behaviors 
were  generally  more  variable  than  those  of  high  achievers.  They 
concluded:  "A  primary  implication  of  these  results  is  that,  however 

behavior  and  achievement  are  related  in  the  classroom,  it  is  not  so 
simple  a  relationship  that  it  would  be  revealed  by  large  group  cor¬ 
relations  alone"  (p.  340). 

Papageorgiou  (1973)  hypothesized  that  self-directed  student 
behaviors  were  more  predictive  of  achievement  than  were  conforming 
behaviors.  In  an  earlier  study  (see  Spaulding  &  Papageorgiou,  1972) 
it  had  been  found  that  student  behaviors  were  a  function  of  specific 
setting  variables,  notably  that  when  the  setting  was  teacher-directed 
the  students  exhibited  a  preponderance  of  conforming  behaviors,  but 
when  the  setting  was  less  structured,  as  in  seatwork  or  independent 
study  (non-teacher-directed) ,  there  were  gains  by  some  students  in 
self-directed  activity.  Using  the  Coping  Analysis  Schedule  for 
Educational  Settings  (CASES)  developed  earlier  (see  Spaulding,  1973), 
the  behaviors  of  179  culturally  deprived  elementary  children  were 
observed  over  a  four  year  period  in  non-teacher-directed  settings. 

It  was  assumed  that  the  teacher's  expectations  and  reinforcement 
schedules  for  these  settings  would  facilitate  more  self-directed 
activity  for  autonomous  students,  whereas  the  dependent  students 
would  continue  to  exhibit  conforming  behaviors.  Achievement  was 
measured  with  the  Word  Knowledge,  Word  Discrimination,  Reading,  and 
Arithmetic  subtests  of  the  Metropolitan  Achievement  Tests. 
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Relationships  between  achievement  and  behaviors  were  found 
to  be  inconsistent.  The  composite  behavior  score,  termed  the  Over¬ 
all  CASES  Coefficient 9  was  significantly  positively  related  to 
Reading  subtest  scores  only  (_r  =  .18,  £  <  .05).  Self-directed 
activity  was  significantly  positively  related  to  Word  Knowledge 
(r  =  .19,  £  <  .05),  and  conforming  behaviors  were  significantly 
negatively  related  to  Word  Knowledge  (r  =  -.23,  £  <  .05),  Word 
Discrimination  (r_  =  -.23,  £  <  .05)  and  Reading  (_r  =  -.25,  £  <  .01). 
When  the  effects  of  IQ  were  partialed  out,  the  Overall  CASES  Coef¬ 
ficient  was  predictive  of  both  Reading  (£12.3  =  .19,  £  <  .01)  and 
Arithmetic  achievement  (r^2  3  =  *12,  £  <  .05),  and  self-directed 
activity  was  predictive  of  both  Word  Knowledge  (r-^2  3  =  *21,  £  < 
.005)  and  Reading  (_r12  3  =  *13,  £  <  .05).  This  indicated  that  IQ 
had  acted  as  a  suppressor  variable  in  the  relationship  of  arith¬ 
metic  achievement  with  the  Overall  CASES  Coefficient,  and  for 
reading  achievement  with  respect  to  self-directed  activity.  This 
study,  then,  lent  some  support  for  the  existence  of  relationships 
between  student  behaviors  and  achievement,  and  demonstrated  the 
importance  of  considering  the  type  of  setting  when  analyzing  stu¬ 
dent  behavior  patterns. 

McKinney,  Mason,  Perkerson,  and  Clifford  (1975)  used  a 
modification  of  Spaulding's  (1970)  CASES  instrument  to  code  the 
behaviors  of  90  grade  two  children  in  the  fall  and  spring  of  the 
1972-73  academic  year.  A  composite  mean  grade  equivalent  score 
was  computed  for  each  child  in  the  fall  and  spring  using  linguistics 


competencies  and  arithmetic  subtests  scores  of  the  California 


Achievement  Tests.  With  respect  to  stability  of  behaviors  they 
found:  (1)  no  marked  differences  between  behavior  patterns  for 

boys  and  girls,  although  girls  showed  significantly  more  self- 
directed  behavior  (F  =  5.35,  <  .05)  and  significantly  less 

constructive  play  behavior  (F  =  5.26,  £  <  .05)  than  did  boys  in 
the  spring  only;  (2)  significant  decreases  from  fall  to  spring 
in  distractibility  and  non-constructive  self-directed  activity 
for  both  boys  (_t  =  2.72,  jd  <  .01,  and  _t  =  2.16,  £  <  .05,  res¬ 
pectively)  and  girls  (_t  =  3.60,  £  <  .01,  and  t  =  1.97,  jd  <  .05, 
respectively) ;  and  (3)  significant  correlations  between  fall 
and  spring  frequencies  of  behavior  for  six  of  the  twelve  behav¬ 
ior  categories  (_r's  of  .32,  .33,  .38,  and  .40  for  constructive 

self-directed  activity,  distractibility,  passive  responding, 
and  gross  motor  activity,  respectively,  £  <  .01;  and  _r's  of  .23 
and  .24  for  social  interaction  and  teacher  interaction,  res¬ 
pectively,  2.  <  .05). 

With  respect  to  the  relationship  between  behaviors  and 
achievement,  multiple  regression  analyses  revealed  moderate 
relationships  for  four  behavior  categories  in  the  fall  ( R  =  .57) 

and  in  the  spring  (R  =  .50),  although  none  of  the  behaviors  were 

common  predictors  to  both  analyses.  Cross-validation  procedures 
showed  that  the  best  behavioral  predictors  of  fall  achievement 
were  generally  predictive  of  spring  achievement,  accounting  for 
31%  of  the  variance  in  spring  achievement  scores.  As  in  Cobb's 
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(1969)  study  it  was  also  found  that  the  variance  contributed  by 
behavioral  data  to  achievement  was  largely  independent  of  that 
provided  by  ability  tests.  The  authors  concluded  that  the  port¬ 
rait  of  the  competent  child  was  similar  to  that  found  by  Cobb 
(1972),  Lahaderne  (1968),  and  Samuels  and  Turnure  (1974). 
"Accordingly,  these  data  indicate  that  the  child  who  is  attentive, 
independent  and  task-oriented  in  his  interaction  with  peers  is 
more  likely  to  succeed  academically  than  the  child  who  is  dis- 
tractible,  dependent,  and  passive  in  peer-group  activities"  (p. 
202). 

Summary  and  discussion.  A  notable  feature  of  direct 
observation  schedules  is  their  larger  proportion  of  "positive" 
behavior  categories  as  compared  with  rating  scales,  although 
such  categories  still  comprise  less  than  half  of  items  included 
in  any  schedule.  Students  were  engaged  in  "appropriate"  behav¬ 
iors  most  of  the  time,  while  disruptive  behaviors  were  almost 
nonexistent.  Interestingly  enough,  some  researchers  (e.g. , 
McKinney  et  al.,  1975;  Soli,  1974)  either  omitted  disruptive 
behaviors  or  combined  them  with  other  "inappropriate"  categories 
in  their  analyses  because  of  their  infrequent  occurrence,  yet 
the  study  by  Forness  (1973)  reviewed  in  the  previous  section 
indicated  that  such  behaviors  were  rather  critical  factors  in 
the  teacher's  perceptions  of  students'  behavioral  adequacy. 

The  importance  of  using  multiple  category  instruments  was  illus¬ 
trated  in  two  ways.  First,  the  studies  by  Cobb  (1969,  1970) 
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showed  that  small  combinations  of  discrete  categories  were  stronger 
predictors  of  achievement  than  was  a  global  measure  of  student 
behavior,  although  some  support  for  such  a  global  measure  was  found 
by  Papageorgiou  (1973).  Second,  while  Lahaderne’s  (1968)  dichoto¬ 
mous  '’attentive-inattentive"  behavioral  scale  yielded  significant 
relationships  with  achievement  (and  in  the  predicted  direction), 
the  significance  of  a  non-behavioral  category  labelled  "uncertain" 
to  both  achievement  and  IQ  was  practically  identical  to  that  found 
for  "inattentive"  behavior. 

The  behavioral  profiles  of  academically  successful  and  un¬ 
successful  students  as  described  by  McKinney  et  al.  (1975)  generally 
typify  the  relationships  found  in  all  studies  between  behaviors  and 
achievement,  although  in  making  such  a  statement  based  upon  results 
with  different  instruments  there  is  the  danger  of  comparing  varia¬ 
bles  which  appear  to  be  similar  but  in  fact  are  conceptually 
different  (Dunkin,  1976).  Also,  while  most  of  the  relationships 
confirm  general  beliefs  about  student  behavior  and  achievement, 
other  equally  plausible  relationships  were  not  supported.  As 
Perkins  cautions:  "This  suggests  that  our  intuitive  beliefs  al¬ 
ways  need  empirical  testing"  (p.  10). 

Where  the  same  instrument  was  used  in  different  studies  or 
in  .the  same  study  over  different  time  periods,  some  behavior  cate¬ 
gories  appeared  to  be  stable  while  others  were  specific  to  the 
student's  age,  sex,  level  of  intelligence,  and  socioeconomic 
status,  as  well  as  to  subject  area,  amount  of  teacher  control  over 
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the  setting,  and  time  of  year.  However,  very  few  of  the  studies 
considered  the  effects  of  one  or  more  of  these  intervening  varia¬ 
bles.  Further,  the  affective  consequences  of  classroom  learning 
are  held  to  be  important  educational  objectives,  yet  only  one 
study  (Lahaderne,  1968)  examined  these  in  relationship  to  student 
behaviors.  Studies  are  needed  which  consider  a  larger  number  of 
variables  impinging  upon  the  relationship  between  student  behav¬ 
iors  and  both  cognitive  and  affective  product  measures,  and 
analyses  should  be  based  on  more  homogeneous  groups  of  students 
within  the  classroom  than  has  been  the  case  in  the  past. 

EXPERIMENTAL  STUDIES 

Werry  and  Quay  (1969)  observed  small  groups  of  normal 
and  emotionally  disturbed  children  using  a  scale  which  grouped 
behaviors  into  three  broad  categories  —  deviant  behaviors, 
attention,  and  teacher  contact  (student-  and  teacher-initiated 
positive  and  negative  contacts).  Mean  percentages  of  behaviors 
were  computed  separately  for  each  of  the  three  categories. 
Children  ranged  from  seven  and  one-half  to  eleven  years  of  age 
and  were  observed  in  one  of  four  groups:  (1)  10  normal  children 
in  regular  classrooms;  (2)  11  conduct  problem  children  matched 
with  the  normal  group  re  age,  IQ,  social  class,  and  ethnic 
status;  (3)  12  conduct  problem  children  in  a  special  class;  and 
(4)  11  conduct  problem  children  in  a  regular  classroom.  It  was 
found  that  on-task  attentive  behavior  was  the  most  frequently 


occurring  category  in  all  groups  (53.7%  to  77.0%),  while  physical 
aggression  and  daydreaming  rarely  occurred  (1.0%  to  3.8%,  and 
0.2%  to  0.8%,  respectively).  Most  of  the  deviant  behaviors  were 
passive-aggressive  in  nature  (i.e.  fiddling,  doodling,  reading 
comics,  playing  with  toys,  etc.).  Problem  children  in  the  regular 
classroom  exhibited  higher  mean  percentages  of  running  around, 
noisiness,  talking,  and  general  non-working  behaviors  than  did 
normal  students  [_F's  (3,40)  significant  at  £  <  .01].  However, 
there  were  few  behavioral  differences  between  the  normal  students 
and  the  matched  problem  children  in  the  special  class,  the  latter 
displaying  a  significantly  higher  percentage  of  noise  only  (14.7% 
vs.  0.6%,  £<  .01).  The  behavior  of  the  other  conduct-problem 
children  in  the  special  class  was  similar  to  that  of  the  matched 
problem  children.  Unfortunately  it  could  not  be  determined 
whether  the  impact  of  the  special  class  on  students’  behaviors 
was  due  to  the  program,  increased  contact  with  the  teacher,  or 
to  some  combination  of  both  factors. 

Kramer  (1971)  studied  the  effect  of  a  treatment  program 
designed  to  increase  students’  appropriate  behaviors,  where  14 
teachers  of  grade  five  and  six  students  ignored  inappropriate 
behaviors  and  praised  appropriate  ones.  The  treatment  failed  to 
produce  the  desired  results,  but  an  interactive  effect  was  found 
with  students'  IQ,  achievement,  and  behavior.  For  students  of 
low  and  average  IQ  levels  there  were  significant  achievement 
differences  in  favor  of  moderately  attentive  (70%  to  79%  attending) 
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students  compared  with  low  attentive  students  (less  than  70  per¬ 
cent  attending).  For  students  with  high  IQ's,  attention  at  a  high 
level  (greater  than  79%)  made  no  significant  difference  to  their 
achievement  scores. 

In  a  similar  study  Matheny  and  Edwards  (1974)  had  25  tea¬ 
chers  of  children  in  grades  one  to  seven  employ  an  experimental 
classroom  management  system  involving  positive  contingencies  for 
desirable  behaviors,  individualized  instruction  techniques,  and 
more  skilful  diagnosis  and  remediation  of  reading  problems,  in  an 
attempt  to  improve  students'  reading  proficiency,  attendance  at 
school,  and  sense  of  control  over  the  environment.  The  program 
was  implemented  over  a  seven-month  period.  The  criterion  for  suc¬ 
cessful  improvement  in  student  achievement,  as  measured  by  stand¬ 
ardized  tests,  was  one  month's  gain  in  achievement  for  60%  of  the 
students  at  each  grade  level  for  each  month  in  the  program.  At¬ 
tendance  data  were  obtained  from  school  records  and  students'  in¬ 
ternal  locus  of  control  was  measured  with  the  Nowicki-Strickland 
Internal-External  Scale.  There  was  a  significant  positive  cor¬ 
relation  between  ratings  made  by  the  project's  staff  of  teachers 
success  in  implementing  contingency  management  and  individualized 
instruction  ( r  =  .79,  £  <  .01),  and  both  were  significantly  related 
to- student  gains  of  at  least  seven  months  in  achievement  (£*s  of 
.44  and  .46,  respectively,  £  <  .05).  There  were  no  significant 
differences  in  either  pre-posttest  locus  of  control  scores  or  in 
attendance  at  school.  The  design  of  this  study  makes  it  impossible 
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to  determine  whether  gains  in  achievement  were  primarily  associated 
with  the  behavior  contingency  schedule  or  with  the  individualized 
program. 

Several  studies  have  attempted  to  systematically  determine 
the  causal  relationship  between  behavior  and  achievement.  Hops  and 
Cobb  (1972)  investigated  the  effect  of  increasing  specific  "survival 
skill"  behaviors  on  reading  readiness  achievement  with  62  grade  one 
students  in  three  classrooms,  one  of  which  served  as  a  control 
group  (n  =  20).  Survival  skills  were  conceptualized  as  being  either 
social  or  academic,  and  were  defined  "...as  a  group  of  behaviors 
which  act  to  increase  the  probability  of  successful  functioning  in 
any  education  setting"  (p.  1).  They  had  been  found  in  previous 
studies  by  Cobb  (1969,  1970)  to  be  significantly  correlated  with 
achievement,  and  included  the  positively  related  behaviors  of 
"attending,"  "work,"  and  "volunteering"  as  well  as  the  negatively 
related  category  "looking  around."  Both  survival  skills  and 
academic  responses  were  assumed  to  be  required  for  students'  suc¬ 
cessful  classroom  performance.  The  frequency  of  "looking  around" 
behaviors  was  subtracted  from  the  sum  of  the  frequencies  for  the 
three  positive  categories,  and  this  was  then  divided  by  the  sum 
of  the  frequencies  for  all  15  behavioral  categories  coded  in 
order  to  obtain  the  proportion  of  time  that  each  child  spent  ex¬ 
hibiting  "survival  skills"  behavior.  Teachers  in  the  two  experi¬ 
mental  classrooms  used  both  social  and  nonsocial  reinforcers, 
vicarious  reinforcement,  and  shaping  procedures  to  increase  stu¬ 
dents'  survival  skills,  and  students  were  observed  for  five  days 
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prior  to  and  five  days  following  the  20  day  intervention  period. 

The  Gates-McGinnitie  Primary  A  and  Gates-McGinnitie  Reading  Read¬ 
iness  tests  were  administered  prior  to  the  intervention  period 
and  again  some  four  to  six  weeks  after  the  pretest  in  order  to 
measure  gains  in  achievement. 

Two-way  ANOVA  with  repeated  measures  on  one  factor  showed 
that  experimental  students  made  significantly  greater  gains  in 
the  proportion  of  survival  skills  than  did  the  control  students 
(.18  vs.  .05),  as  indicated  by  significant  treatment  effects  [F 
(1,26)  =  48.71,  £  <  .0005]  and  interaction  effects  [F  (1,26)  = 

11.38,  £  <  .005].  As  well,  the  experimental  students'  mean  gain 
in  achievement  (from  50.1  to  61.9)  was  significantly  greater  than 
that  for  control  students  (from  51.7  to  58.1)  as  indicated  by 
treatment  effects  [F  (1,26)  =  142.62,  £  <  .0005]  and  interaction 
effects  [F  (1,26)  =  11.32,  £  <  .005].  The  authors  concluded  that 
teachers  can  be  trained  to  increase  students’  survival  skills  and 
that  such  increases  can  lead  to  similar  increases  in  academic 
achievement . 

In  a  further  analysis  of  this  same  data,  using  six  low 
achieving  children  with  low  rates  of  survival  skills  in  each  of 
the  two  experimental  classrooms  and  the  control  classroom,  Cobb 
and  Hops  (1972,  1973)  reported  a  replication  of  these  findings. 

And  in  yet  another  report  of  the  same  data,  with  the  addition  of 
one  more  experimental  class  which  had  received  an  individualized 
reading  curriculum  but  not  social  skills  reinforcement  (£  —  19) , 

Hops  and  Cobb  (1974)  found  that  the  curriculum  program  significantly 
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improved  achievement  but  not  survival  skills.  The  implication  is 
that  the  relationship  between  behaviors  and  achievement  is  uni¬ 
directional,  i.e.,  improvement  in  appropriate  behaviors  can  lead 
to  improved  achievement ,  but  improving  achievement  does  not  lead 
to  improvement  in  behavior. 

However,  a  study  by  Ayllon  and  Roberts  (1974)  with  five 
high  SES  achieving  fifth-grade  boys,  identified  by  their  two 
teachers  as  discipline  problems,  indicated  that  the  reverse 
relationship  was  true.  The  subjects’  behaviors  were  coded  as 
either  disruptive  or  non-disruptive .  All  38  students  in  this 
team-taught  class  were  given  points  for  correct  work  on  reading 
assignments,  which  could  be  later  exchanged  for  a  variety  of 
activities,  privileges,  and  priorities.  This  reinforcement 
schedule  was  implemented  for  17  teaching  sessions  following  an 
8-session  baseline  period  (no  treatment)  and  again  for  6  sessions 
following  a  second  baseline  period  of  15  sessions.  Results 
showed  that  reinforcing  academic  work  caused  the  subjects'  dis¬ 
ruptive  behavior  to  drop  from  50%  to  generally  less  than  25% 
during  the  first  intervention  period,  and  from  37%  to  less  than 
15%  during  the  second  intervention  period.  It  was  also  reported 
that  four  of  the  five  subjects  showed  significant  improvements  in 
academic  performance.  No  statistical  tests  were  performed  on  any 
of  the  data.  The  behaviors  assumed  to  be  disruptive  were  so  con¬ 
firmed  by  students,  who  told  those  exhibiting  such  behaviors  to 
"shut  up"  or  "go  away"  during  the  reinforcement  sessions.  The 
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authors  suggest  that  teachers  who  demand  classroom  order  before 
pursuing  academic  objectives  may  not  be  doing  the  students  a 
service.  They  caution,  however,  that  the  effect  found  by 
reinforcing  academic  performance  alone  with  high  SES  achieving 
students  might  not  be  replicable  with  disruptive  low  SES  children, 
for  these  students  often  exhibit  achievement  problems  as  well. 

In  an  earlier  study,  Ay lion.  Layman,  and  Burke  (1972) 
found  that  a  token  reinforcement  system  applied  to  reading  and 
arithmetic  assignments  increased  the  academic  achievement  and 
performance  of  four  highly  disruptive,  educable  mentally  retarded 
boys  (aged  12  and  13)  in  a  special  class.  Gains  in  reading 
achievement  were  particularly  dramatic,  where  reading  comprehension 
improved  from  a  pre-primer  to  grade  two  level  for  two  of  the  boys. 
This  occurred  following  19  hours  of  reinforcement.  It  was  further 
found  that  systematically  presenting  and  collecting  academic 
material  within  a  fixed  time  interval  caused  disruptive  behaviors 
to  drop  from  a  baseline  level  of  98%  to  a  level  of  17%.  No  statis¬ 
tical  tests  were  performed  on  the  data. 

In  another  study  with  highly  disruptive,  educable  mentally 
retarded  boys,  Winett  and  Roach  (1973)  coded  the  appropriate  and 
inappropriate  behaviors  of  10  special  class  students  whose  average 
age- was  11.5  years.  Appropriate  behaviors  included  all  those  in 
which  there  was  some  involvement  with  work  (e.g.,  talking  to  peer 
about  work,  laughing  and  singing  while  working,  requesting 
assistance,  etc.),  while  inappropriate  behaviors  were  coded  if  any 
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off-task  behavior  occurred  within  the  10  second  coding  interval. 

A  token  reinforcement  system  was  made  contingent  upon  assignments 
completed  in  the  afternoon  only,  while  morning  assignments  were 
simply  corrected  and  handed  back  to  the  students.  Analysis  of 
variance  with  repeated  measures  on  both  achievement  and  behavior 
factors  for  eight  of  the  students  showed  a  significant  increase 
in  work  during  the  reinforcement  phase  [F_  (1,7)  =  35.54,  £  <  .01], 
a  significant  overall  difference  between  morning  and  afternoon 
work  (F  =  12.58,  £  <  .01)  and  a  significant  interaction  effect 
(F  =  17.70,  £  <  .01).  There  was  also  a  significant  increase  in 
the  overall  percentage  of  appropriate  behavior  during  reinforcement 
(F  =  22.80,  £  <  .01)  and  a  significant  interaction  effect  (F.  = 
23.55,  £  <  .01).  Thus  reinforcement  contingent  upon  academic  work 
increased  work  output  and  decreased  disruptive  behaviors.  The 
authors  argue  on  the  basis  of  these  results  that  a  wider  range  of 
behaviors  such  as  laughter,  talking,  and  moving  about,  should  be 
considered  as  appropriate.  They  admitted,  however,  that  the 
assignments  used  to  measure  achievement  were  quite  similar  and 
therefore  assessed  a  limited  aspect  of  a  child  s  academic  develop 
ment.  They  also  found,  as  did  Ayllon  and  Roberts  (1974),  that 
students  themselves  reacted  negatively  to  others  displaying 
behaviors  which  were  considered  to  be  "disruptive." 

Hundert,  Bucher,  and  Henderson  (1976)  also  found  that 
reinforcing  academic  performance  caused  concommitant  gains  in 
appropriate  behaviors.  The  subjects  were  five  highly  disruptive 
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boys,  ranging  from  9  to  12  years  of  age,  in  a  psychiatric  hospital 
school  and  who  had  failed  at  least  one  grade  in  school.  Behaviors 
were  coded  as  either  appropriate  or  inappropriate,  and  arithmetic 
achievement  was  measured  after  each  observation  session  with  48- 
item  assignments.  Token  reinforcement  was  made  contingent  upon 
appropriate  behaviors  alone  for  seven  sessions,  and  then  on  arith¬ 
metic  performance  alone  for  five  sessions  following  an  intervening 
baseline  period  of  four  sessions.  It  was  found  that  reinforcing 
arithmetic  performance  increased  both  mean  number  of  correct 
answers  per  assignment  (from  2.9  to  9.3)  as  well  as  mean  percentage 
of  appropriate  behaviors  (from  46%  to  77%).  However,  while 
reinforcing  behavior  caused  a  substantial  rise  in  appropriate 
behaviors  (from  31%  to  88%) ,  there  was  little  change  in  the  mean 
number  of  correct  answers  per  assignment  (from  2.9  to  4.1),  al¬ 
though  three  of  the  five  subjects  actually  showed  a  slight  drop 
in  arithmetic  achievement.  The  results  suggested  a  one-way 
dependency  between  arithmetic  performance  and  appropriate  behavior. 
No  statistical  tests  were  used  with  the  data. 

Other  studies  have  shown  that  the  behavior-achievement 
relationship  is  not  simply  unidirectional.  Ferritor,  Buckholdt, 
Hamblin,  and  Smith  (1972)  coded  the  attending,  non-attending,  and 
disruptive  behaviors  of  14  low  socioeconomic  grade  three  students 
in  two  classrooms.  Intelligence  test  scores  ranged  from  65  to  85 
with  a  mean  of  75,  and  five  of  these  students  were  identified  by 
the  teacher  as  being  highly  disruptive.  A  token  reinforcement 
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design  was  used  where  reinforcement  was  first  made  contingent 
upon  attending  behavior  alone,  then  on  correct  work  alone,  again 
on  behavior  alone,  on  both  correct  work  and  attending,  again  on 
correct  work  alone,  and  finally  on  both  behavior  and  correct 
work  again.  At  the  end  of  each  day  during  treatment  conditions 
the  children  worked  for  20  minutes  on  100  randomly  selected 
mathematics  problems,  and  were  informed  each  morning  on  the  re¬ 
sults  of  the  previous  day’s  work.  Reinforcement  of  academic 
performance  was  made  contingent  upon  both  the  number  of  correct 
answers  and  the  percentage  of  correct  answers  for  problems 
attempted  (i.e.,  accuracy).  Prior  to  the  sequence  of  treatments, 
attentive  behaviors  occurred  about  80%  of  the  time  and  disruptive 
behaviors  about  8%  of  the  time,  while  the  median  percentage  of 
correct  answers  on  arithmetic  assignments  was  54%. 

The  authors  state  that  the  results  showed  consistent  in¬ 
creases  in  attending  behavior  and  decreases  in  disruptive  be¬ 
havior  when  behaviors  alone  were  reinforced,  but  that  there  was 
Tittle  effect  on  achievement.  When  work  alone  was  reinforced, 
the  number  of  correct  answers  remained  unchanged  but  the  percent 
of  correct  answers  increased,  while  negative  effects  occurred  on 
behaviors  (i.e.,  attending  decreased  and  disruptions  increased). 
"Qnly  when  contingencies  were  placed  simultaneously  on  attending 
behavior  and  on  correct  work  did  we  find  concurrent  increases  in 
attending  behavior,  number  of  problems  worked  correctly,  and  per 
cent  of  problems  worked  correctly"  (p.  13).  A  second  study  was 
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conducted  with  nine  children  from  another  grade  three  class  in 


the  same  school  to  test  possible  effects  due  to  the  sequence 
in  which  treatments  were  administered.  In  this  study  reinforce¬ 
ment  was  first  made  contingent  upon  correct  work  alone,  followed 
by  behavior  alone,  correct  work  again,  and  finally  upon  both 
behavior  and  work.  The  findings  essentially  replicated  those  of 
the  first  study.  The  authors  suggest  that  those  who  employ 
behavior  modification  techniques  in  the  hope  of  improving  academic 
achievement  as  a  by-product  may  be  misguided.  "If  one  desires 
improved  student  performance,  better  teacher  preparation  and  pre¬ 
sentation,  or  more  positive  attitudes,  contingencies  should  be 
structured  specifically  for  each  of  these  target  behaviors"  (p.  16). 

It  is  difficult  to  assess  this  study  because  the  data  are 
presented  in  graphical  form  and  no  statistical  tests  were  used. 
Further,  few  summary  figures  are  given.  The  statements  made  about 
the  results  of  the  first  study  are  substantiated  by  comparing  the 
effect  of  a  treatment  on  the  dependent  variables  to  the  preceding 
treatment  levels,  but  not  when  comparisons  are  made  to  the  baseline 
levels  of  dependent  variables.  If  the  former  procedure  is  used 
with  the  last  figure  reported  for  each  of  the  treatment  conditions, 
the  two  behavior  contingency  treatments  produced  increases  in 
attending  behavior  of  13%  and  23%,  decreases  in  disruption  of  7% 
and  21%,  and  no  consistent  effects  on  either  achievement  criterion. 
The  two  occasions  where  work  alone  was  reinforced  produced  de¬ 
creases  of  6%  and  9%  but  showed  increases  of  3%  and  25%  in  accuracy 
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of  responses,  while  appropriate  behavior  decreased  by  16%  and 
38%  and  disruption  increased  by  6%  and  20%.  When  both  behavior 
and  work  were  reinforced  on  two  occasions  there  were  increases 
of  5%  and  19%  in  attending  behavior,  10%  and  13%  in  number  of 
correct  responses,  and  1%  and  9%  in  accuracy  of  responses.  All 
of  the  figures  cited  here  are  approximations.  There  are  other 
difficulties,  however.  The  superiority  of  the  behavior-plus- 
work  reinforcement  schedule  might  have  been  because  students 
earned  more  tokens  than  during  either  of  the  other  treatment 
conditions,  despite  attempts  made  by  the  authors  to  control  for 
this  in  their  second  study.  Also,  the  high  baseline  level  of 
attending  behavior  might  have  limited  the  effects  of  the  experi¬ 
mental  treatments.  And  finally,  students  might  have  responded 
differently  to  the  conditions  imposed  for  reinforcement  under 
the  various  treatment  schedules. 

Walker  and  Hops  (1976)  used  matched  groups  of  experi¬ 
mental  and  control  subjects  from  grade  one,  two,  and  three  class¬ 
rooms.  Students  were  selected  in  pairs  from  their  regular  class¬ 
rooms  at  three  different  times  of  the  year  (September,  December, 
and  March).  On  each  occasion  16  pairs  of  students  were  selected, 
one  member  of  each  pair  being  randomly  assigned  to  an  experimental 
group  while  the  other  member  remained  in  the  regular  classroom  as 
a  control  subject.  All  subjects  were  underachievers  with  at  least 
average  intelligence,  and  who  had  displayed  low  rates  (less  than 
60  percent)  of  appropriate  behaviors  as  determined  from  observation 
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data.  Both  verbal  and  token  reinforcement  were  used  to  reward 
the  experimental  subjects’  ’’survival  skills"  behavior  in  the  first 
group,  achievement  alone  in  the  second  group,  and  both  behavior 
and  achievement  in  the  third  group.  In  addition,  all  three 
experimental  groups  were  taught  using  remedial  reading  and  arith¬ 
metic  programs.  Behaviors  of  experimental  subjects  were  observed 
using  Cobb's  system  during  reading  and  arithmetic  lessons  only, 
while  control  subjects  were  observed  during  other  subject  lessons 
as  well.  Achievement  was  measured  with  several  standardized 
tests  and  means  of  combined  standard  scores  for  both  arithmetic 
and  reading  were  calculated.  Analysis  of  covariance  was  used 
with  arithmetic  achievement,  reading  achievement,  and  appropriate 
behavior  as  dependent  variables,  and  pretreatment  scores  on  each 
of  these  variables  as  covariates. 

The  experimental  subjects  made  significantly  greater 
gains  than  did  controls  in  survival  skills  behavior  [_F  (1,41)  = 
34.16,  £  <  .001]  and  achievement  in  both  reading  (_F  =  4.19,  £  < 
.05)  and  arithmetic  ( =  20.06,  £  <  .001).  In  addition,  no  sig¬ 
nificant  differences  were  found  in  achievement  or  behavior  among 
the  experimental  groups.  The  authors  concluded  that  the  relation¬ 
ship  between  behavior  and  achievement  is  bidirectional,  that  is, 
reinforcing  achievement  also  results  in  behavioral  improvement, 
and  reinforcing  behavior  results  in  achievement  gains  as  well. 

The  authors  attributed  the  discrepancy  between  these  findings 
and  those  of  an  earlier  study  (Hops  &  Cobb,  1974)  to  the  fact 
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that  this  latest  study  employed  systematic  reinforcement  as  part 
of  the  intervention  procedure.  It  is  possible,  however,  that 
the  remedial  programs  in  reading  and  arithmetic  used  with  the 
experimental  subjects  may  have  accounted  for  some  of  their  gains 
in  achievement  beyond  those  produced  by  the  treatments.  As  well, 
the  fact  that  behavioral  observations  of  control  subjects  were 
not  restricted  to  reading  and  arithmetic  lessons  might  have  con¬ 
tributed  to  the  behavioral  differences  between  the  two  groups  of 
students. 

Summary  and  Discussion  Some  of  the  experimental  studies  appear 
to  support  findings  from  field  surveys,  e.g.,  that  most  students’ 
behaviors  are  on-task  while  deviant  or  disruptive  behaviors  are 
rare,  even  among  children  categorized  as  behavior  problems 
(Ferritor  et  al. ,  1972;  Werry  &  Quay,  1969).  This  lends  further 
support  to  the  claim  that  disruptive  behaviors,  although  infre¬ 
quent,  have  a  significant  impact  upon  a  teacher’s  perception  of 
the  student’s  ability  to  cope  with  the  demands  of  the  classroom. 
Kramer  (1971)  showed  that  the  relationship  between  behavior  and 
achievement  might  be  mediated  by  an  intelligence  factor.  However, 
attempts  to  discover  a  causal  relationship  between  behavior  and 
achievement  have  been  inconclusive.  Unfortunately,  many  of  these 
studies  suffer  from  inadequacies  in  design  and  fail  to  use  statis¬ 
tical  analyses  in  testing  results.  Generalizability  is  also 
limited  in  many  cases  by  the  nature  of  the  samples  used,  such  as 
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children  with  specific  psychological  or  mental  deficiencies,  and 
the  use  of  small  sample  sizes.  A  case  in  point  is  Winett  and 
Roach's  (1973)  suggestion  to  expand  appropriate  behaviors  to  in¬ 
clude  laughing,  talking  aloud,  and  singing.  This  might  be 
feasible  with  small  special  classes  but  may  not  be  compatible 
with  learning  in  a  class  of  25  to  30  students. 

CONCLUSIONS 

The  state  of  knowledge  about  the  behavior-achievement 
relationship,  as  revealed  in  the  review  of  literature,  suggests 
that  more  studies  are  required.  Too  little  is  known  about  this 
relationship  to  be  used  as  a  basis  for  experimental  studies. 

And  if  results  are  to  be  generalized  to  the  actual  classroom 
situation,  such  studies  should  be  conducted  in  naturalistic 
settings.  As  Nuthall  (1974)  observed:  "Experimental  studies 
can  have  only  a  very  specialized  function  and  cannot,  in  the 
long  term,  provide  a  substitute  for  the  correlational  studies 
which  deal  directly  with  what  actually  happens  in  classrooms" 

(p.  2). 
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Chapter  3 


DESIGN  AND  PROCEDURES 

The  purpose  of  this  chapter  is  to  describe  the  design, 
sample,  data  sources,  and  procedures  used,  and  to  outline  the 
statistical  procedures  for  the  analyses  of  data  collected. 

THE  DESIGN 

This  study  is  part  of  a  larger  descriptive-correlational 
group  research  project  on  teaching  and  learning  conducted  by  six 
doctoral  students  in  the  Department  of  Elementary  Education.  A 
survey  of  recommendations  for  improving  research  on  teaching 
revealed  some  consensus  on  guidelines  for  future  research.  An 
attempt  was  made  to  consider  the  following  guidelines  in  the 
design  of  this  process-product  component  of  the  larger  project. 

1.  Research  on  teaching  should  be  conducted  in  the 
naturalistic  (classroom)  setting.  Therefore,  control  over 
curriculum  objectives  and  materials,  instructional  setting,  and 
testing  procedures  is  of  lower  priority  than  maintaining  ecological 
validity  (Bronfenbrenner ,  1976;  Good  et  al.,  1975,  p.  37;  Rosen- 
shine  &  Furst,  1971). 

2.  Variables  should  be  collected  using  existing,  multi¬ 
faceted  coding  instruments  that  capture  a  variety  of  both  cog¬ 
nitive  and  affective  interaction  variables  (Rosenshine  &  Furst, 
1971,  1973;  Flanders,  1974). 
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3.  Enough  data  should  be  collected  to  enhance  the 
possibility  of  obtaining  reliability  and  validity  (Good  et  al., 
1975). 

4.  A  small  number  of  teachers  and  classrooms  should  be 
studied  to  allow  both  extensive  and  intensive  data  collection 
(personal  conversations  with  Brophy  and  Shulman,  Fall  1975). 

5.  A  variety  of  student  cognitive  and  affective  product 
measures  should  be  used  (Good  et  al.,  1975,  p.  37). 

The  study  was  limited  by  the  assumptions  stated  in 
Chapter  1  and  based  upon  the  research  evidence  presented  in 
Chapter  2.  In  addition,  it  was  affected  by  the  model  which 
guided  the  design  of  the  larger  project.  The  model  was  provided 
by  Dunkin  and  Biddle  (1974)  and  encompassed  contextual  variables 
on  students,  the  classroom,  and  the  community;  presage  variables 
on  teacher  properties  and  experiences;  process  variables  on 
teacher  and  student  behaviors;  and  product  variables  on  student 
cognitive,  affective,  and  performance  outcomes  (see  Figure  1). 

The  authors  recommended  that  research  be  pursued  which  pairs 
process  information  with  presage,  context,  or  product  variables 
in  order  to  generate  information  of  further  practical  use  to  edu¬ 
cators  (p.  428).  A  description  of  the  general  questions  which 
provided  the  focus  for  the  larger  project  can  be  found  in  a 
paper  by  Eggert,  Fasano,  Mahen,  Marland,  Moody,  and  Muttart 
(1976).  With  respect  to  the  model,  the  study  reported  herein  is 
a  student-process — immediate  product  investigation. 
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Figure  1 

A  Model  for  the  Study  of  Classroom  Teaching 


THE  SAMPLE 


The  research  sample  initially  sought  consisted  of  pairs  of 
grade  one,  three,  and  six  classrooms  in  each  of  two  randomly 
selected  schools,  in  order  to  permit  comparisons  across  schools 
and  grade  levels.  Approaches  were  made  to  a  number  of  schools  in¬ 
viting  them  to  participate  in  the  project.  A  few  teachers  in 
several  schools  were  willing  to  take  part,  but  due  to  constraints 
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in  time,  manpower,  and  cost,  the  first  two  schools  in  which 


one  teacher  at  each  desired  grade  level  agreed  to  participate 
constituted  the  sample.  This  resulted  in  a  total  sample  of 
159  students  from  a  kindergarten  to  grade  six  student  body  of 
459  in  one  school  and  520  in  the  other.  The  characteristics 
of  this  sample  are  presented  in  Table  2.  The  two  schools  were 
located  in  an  urban  district  in  Western  Canada. 

Table  2 


Distribution  of  Student  Sample  by  Grade  and  Sex 


Grade 

Boys 

Girls 

Total 

1 

14 

13 

27 

1 

12 

10 

22 

3 

12 

19 

31 

3 

13 

15 

28 

6 

19 

6 

25 

6 

13 

13 

26 

Totals 

83 

76 

159 

DATA  SOURCES 


Student  Context  Data 


Intelligence.  Intelligence  test  scores  for  grade  one  student 
were  obtained  with  the  Peabody  Picture  Vocabulary  Test  (PPVT) ,  Form  a 
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1959.  It  is  a  widely  used  150-item  scale  which  the  author  (Dunn, 
1965)  describes  as  "...designed  to  provide  an  estimate  of  a  sub¬ 
ject’s  verbal  intelligence  through  measuring  his  hearing  vocabulary" 
(p.  25).  As  such  it  is  not  a  comprehensive  measure  of  intellectual 
functioning  but  can  provide  information  useful  in  predicting  school 
success,  particularly  in  areas  calling  upon  verbal  intelligence. 

The  test  yields  percentile  rank,  mental  age,  and  intelligence  test 
scores.  A  reliability  coefficient  of  .67  is  reported  for  alternate 
forms  with  six-year-olds.  The  median  congruent  validity  coefficient 
for  mental  ages  with  those  of  the  1960  Stanf ord-Binet  test  is  .83, 
while  the  corresponding  figures  for  IQ  scores  with  those  of  the 
WISC  full  scale,  verbal  scales,  and  performance  scales  are  .61,  .67, 
and  .39,  respectively. 

Intelligence  test  scores  for  grade  three  and  grade  six 
students  were  obtained  with  the  Verbal  and  Nonverbal  subtests  of 
the  Canadian  Lorge-Thorndilce  Intelligence  Test  (CLT),  Form  1,  1967, 
Levels  A  and  D,  respectively.  The  authors  (Lorge,  Thorndike,  Hagen, 
&  Wright,  1967)  claim  that  the  test  measures  the  student's  ability 
to  work  with  ideas,  generally  accomplished  in  adult  life  through 
the  use  of  verbal  symbols.  The  Nonverbal  subtest  is  purported  to 
parallel  the  Verbal  subtest,  and  was  designed  to  measure  the  ability 
of  students  for  whom  the  printed  word  would  be  an  inappropriate 
basis  for  intelligence  estimates.  Each  student  is  provided  with 
Verbal  and  Nonverbal  scores  expressed  in  terms  of  differential  IQ  s, 
age  equivalents,  grade  equivalents,  and  grade  percentiles,  as  well 
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as  a  differential  IQ  score  for  the  total  test.  The  Verbal  subtest 
has  yielded  split-half  reliability  coefficients  of  .945  and  .911 
for  Levels  A  and  D  respectively,  while  the  corresponding  figures 
for  the  Nonverbal  subtest  are  .931  and  .911.  The  correlation 
between  Verbal  and  Nonverbal  scores  is  reported  to  be  .681  for 
Level  A  and  .612  for  Level  D.  No  validity  coefficients  are 
available  for  this  version  of  the  test.  However,  the  Verbal 
subtest  of  the  American  version  has  shown  correlations  ranging 
from  the  high.70’s  to  low.80's  with  the  verbal  scales  of  the 
Stanford-Binet  and  WISC  tests,  and  the  corresponding  nonverbal 
coefficients  ranged  from  the  high.60's  to  low.70's. 

Socioeconomic  status  (SES) .  These  data  were  obtained  by 
applying  the  categories  of  Blishen's  (1967)  socio-economic  index 
for  occupations  to  the  parents’  occupations  as  listed  in  the  fall 
on  the  student  record  cards.  The  underlying  assumption  for  this 
scale  is  that  "...the  family's  social  status  is  dependent  upon 
the  occupation  of  the  husband  rather  than  the  wife  when  both  are 
working"  (p.  42).  It  is  a  rank  index  which  is  a  combination  of 
rankings  in  terms  of  education,  income,  and  prestige.  The  index 
was  constructed  with  a  regression  equation  using  the  Pineo  and 
Porter  (1967)  prestige  scores  assigned  to  88  occupations  as  the 
dependent  variable,  and  income  and  educational  levels  reported 
for  these  occupations  in  the  1961  Canadian  census  data  as  the 
independent  variables.  The  regression  weights  were  then  applied 
to  provide  indices  for  320  occupations  identified  on  the  basis  of 
education  and  income  from  the  census  data  (Blishen,  1970). 
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Student  Classroom  Behaviors 


The  classroom  behaviors  of  students  were  measured  with 

Spaulding  and  Papageorgiou ' s  (1975)  revision  of  The  Coping 

Analysis  Schedule  for  Educational  Settings  (CASES),  initially 

developed  in  1966  by  the  senior  author  (see  Spaulding,  1973). 

[It]  was  developed  over  a  period  of  approxi¬ 
mately  seven  years  as  a  result  of  more  than 
2,000  case  studies  of  normal  children  in  on¬ 
going  public  school  classrooms.  Head  Start 
centers,  and  other  educational  settings.  Its 
categories  are  based  on  ego-theory  and  reflect 
a  number  of  dimensions  of  personality  develop¬ 
ment  ....  Basic  to  its  development  were  the  con¬ 
cepts  of  '’integrative"  and  "dominative"  social 
behavior  as  delineated  in  the  work  of  H.H. 

Anderson  (1939,  1943).  In  addition  to  the 
generally  "active"  and  "passive"  styles  of  child 
response  to  environmental  stimuli,  CASES  includes 
categories  which  reflect  "overt  aggression," 

"passive  aggression,"  "independence,"  "autonomy," 
"dependence,"  "avoidance,"  and  "withdrawal." 

(Spaulding  &  Papageorgiou,  1975,  p.  1) 

Student  behavior  is  coded  in  one  of  13  categories  of  be 
haviors,  six  of  which  are  subcategorized  into  appropriate  or  in 
appropriate  behaviors  for  the  setting,  as  determined  by  the  tea 
cher.  All  but  the  twelfth  category,  "responding  to  internal 
stimuli,"  reflect  the  person's  economy  with  the  external  en¬ 
vironment,  which  for  this  system  is  considered 

...to  be  of  crucial  importance  in  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  his  social  relations  and,  ultimately, 
his  overall  cultural  adequacy ....  In  its  present 
form,  CASES  provides  a  comprehensive  technique 
of  characterizing  overt  coping  behavior  in  the 
classroom  (or  any  social  setting).  (p.  2) 

The  categories  can  be  combined  to  produce  coefficients 

representing  eight  "coping  styles,"  based  on  personality 
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development  theory,  and  a  composite  score  called  the  "Overall 
Cases  Coefficient"  (OCC) .  The  eight  styles  are  as  follows: 


Style  A: 

Style  B: 

Style  C: 
Style  D: 
Style  E: 
Style  F: 
Style  G: 

Style  H: 


Dominative,  active  aggressive,  annoying,  both¬ 
ering,  controlling,  manipulating 

Resistant,  passive-aggressive,  delaying,  peer- 
oriented,  off-task 

Passive,  withdrawn,  avoidant,  dreamy 

Peer  dependent,  distractible,  off-task 

Attentive,  adult-oriented,  compliant 

Assertive,  socially  integrative,  task-oriented 

Appropriately  task-oriented,  independent,  self- 
motivated 

Conforming,  passive,  submissive  to  directions 
(p.  2) 


A  brief  description  of  the  categories  and  the  method  for  com¬ 
puting  the  styles  and  overall  cases  coefficient  can  be  found  in 
Appendix  A.  The  visibility  thresholds  for  each  style  were 
empirically  developed  so  that  a  coefficient  of  1.00,  considered 
to  reflect  a  dominant  or  visible  behavior  pattern,  represents  a 
point  one  standard  deviation  above  the  mean  obtained  for  each 
style  in  a  sample  of  approximately  2,700  students  in  grades  1 
through  12.  Styles  A  to  F  are  typically  found  as  unipolar  dim¬ 
ensions  in  factor  analyses,  whereas  Styles  G  and  H  are  pre¬ 
dominantly  opposite  poles  of  a  single  factor  (p.  35).  The  OCC 
is  a  weighted  ordinal  scale  to  measure  the  student's  overall 
success  in  coping  with  the  educational  setting  -  the  higher  the 
score  (ranging  from  1  to  10),  the  more  successful  the  student. 
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Inter-rater  reliability  is  typically  reported  to  range 

from  the  mid  .  80’s  to  the  mid  . 90's.  "Construct  validity  is 

suggested  by  the  ease  with  which  teachers  and  others  familiar 

with  child  development  and  personality  theory  have  obtained 

reliability  of  observation  and  recording"  (p.  4). 

The  term  "coping"  was  taken  from  Murphy's  (1956)  book 

entitled  Methods  for  the  Study  of  Personality  in  Young  Children. 

Here  techniques  are  described  which  were  designed  to  have  the 

young  child  project  his  feelings  about  his  personal  view  of  the 

world  and  reveal  his  ability  to  deal  with  the  situations  and 

problems  that  confront  him  in  our  (adult)  culture.  Peck  (1971), 

referring  to  works  by  Murphy  and  others,  says  "...they  all 

appear  to  agree  that  effective  coping  behavior  includes  actively 

confronting  problems,  showing  independent  initiative  in  seeking 

solutions,  and  displaying  persistent  effort  to  arrive  at 

solutions"  (p.  89).  Much  of  the  underlying  personality  theory 

for  CASES  also  came  from  this  book,  particularly  from  sections 

written  by  Lerner  (Spaulding,  1976)  who  designed  play  situations 

incorporating  frustrating  experiences  (Blocking  Techniques)  in 

order  to  observe  the  developing  ego-organization  in  young 

children.  He  defined  the  ego 

...as  that  aspect  of  personality  which  is  more  or 
less  consistently  evoked  in  specified  interpersonal 
relationships  —  or... at  least  with  close  reference 
to  such  bio-social  contexts.  Thus  considered,  it 
is  the  "I:  Not  I"  oriented  organization  of  all  seg¬ 
mental  behavior  systems,  which  is  characteristically 
mobilized  in  face-to-face  interactions  with  other 
individuals,  (p.  270) 
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It  was  assumed  that  ego-patterns  are  mobilized  in  response  to 
direct  external  or  internal  stimuli  and  reflected  the  person's 
unified  set  of  ego-values.  He  described  the  underlying 
assumption  for  his  Blocking  Techniques  in  this  way:  "Given  an 
individual  child's  selective  manner  of  handling  on  the  one  hand 
his  failures,  defeats,  frustrations,  and  on  the  other  hand  his 
successes,  victories,  gratifications,  one  ought  to  be  able  some¬ 
how  to  define  such  ego-organization  in  the  making"  (p.  271). 

The  concept  of  "dominative"  and  "integrative"  teacher 
behaviors  reflects  the  distinction  Spaulding  makes  between 
teacher-directed  (TD)  and  non-teacher-directed  (NTD)  settings. 
Accordingly,  children  exhibit  more  conforming  behaviors  and 
less  spontaneity  and  initiation  in  TD  than  NTD  settings.  Conse¬ 
quently,  data  are  collected  and  combined  separately  for  each  of 
these  two  settings. 

Finally,  the  opportunities  given  by  the  teacher  to  the 
students  to  answer  questions  in  class  were  monitored  to  see  if 
such  opportunities  were  related  to  student  behavior.  These  were 
coded  using  an  expanded  version  of  the  Brophy-Good  Teacher-Pupil 
Dyadic  Interaction  Classroom  Observation  System  (Brophy  &  Evert- 
son,  1973),  a  revision  of  an  instrument  developed  earlier  by  Bro¬ 
phy  and  Good  (1969).  It  is  a  comprehensive  low-inference  obser¬ 
vation  instrument  designed  to  capture  the  naturally  occurring 
sequences  and  teacher-student  (dyadic)  verbal  exchanges  of  ele¬ 
mentary  school  classroom  interaction.  In  addition,  the  instrument 
takes  into  account  whether  the  interaction  is  public  or  private. 
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and  is  based  on  real  and  psychologically  meaningful  units  of  class¬ 
room  interaction  (Brophy  &  Evertson,  1973;  Brophy  &  Good,  1969). 

In  all,  the  instrument  measures  96  variables  grouped  into  two  teacher- 
afforded  categories  (public  response  opportunities  and  dyadic  con¬ 
tacts)  and  two  student-initiated  categories  (questions/comments  and 
dyadic  contacts).  A  detailed  outline  of  the  system  is  provided  in 
Appendix  B.  Other  variables  can  be  generated  from  the  raw  data  by 
combining  the  variables  coded.  The  authors  report  that  it  is  pos¬ 
sible  to  train  coders  to  reach  an  80%  agreement  criterion.  For 
purposes  of  this  study  process  questions  were  assumed  to  demand 
higher-order  levels  of  thinking,  while  product  questions  were  as¬ 
sumed  to  require  lower-order  levels  of  thought  and  included  both 
product  and  choice  questions. 

Student  Product  Data 

Achievement  data.  Student  achievement  data  were  obtained 
at  each  grade  level  in  only  those  subjects  for  which  observation 
data  had  been  gathered.  These  included  language  arts  at  all  grade 
levels,  mathematics  in  grades  one  and  three,  and  social  studies  in 
one  of  the  grade  six  classes.  Achievement  data  were  based  on 
standardized  tests’  scores,  report  card  grades,  and  teacher 
ratings . 

The  linguistics  competencies  subtests  of  the  Primary  I 
(Form  F),  Elementary  (Form  F) ,  and  Intermediate  (Form  G)  partial 
batteries  of  the  Metropolitan  Achievement  Tests  (MAT),  1970 
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Edition,  were  administered  to  grade  one,  three,  and  six  students, 
respectively.  All  students  were  given  the  linguistics  competencies 
subtests  while  students  in  grades  one  and  three  were  also  given 
the  arithmetic  subtests.  The  authors  (Durost,  Bixler,  Wrightstone, 
Prescott,  &  Balow,  1971)  report  Spearman-Brown  split-half  reli¬ 
ability  coefficients  ranging  from  .88  to  .96,  and  Kuder-Richardson 
Formula  20  reliability  estimates  of  .91  to  .97  for  the  subtests 
used  in  this  study.  The  subtests  were  assessed  as  having  reason¬ 
able  content  validity  by  the  teachers  in  this  sample.  The  MAT  had 
been  routinely  administered  in  the  Fall  to  the  students  in  this 
district  for  a  number  of  years.  The  authors  report  that  the  test 
was  standardized  on  a  sample  of  approximately  50,000  students 
representing  the  American  school  population  in  terms  of  geographic 
region,  size  of  city,  socioeconomic  status,  and  public  vs.  non¬ 
public  enrolment.  It  yields  standard  scores,  grade  equivalents, 

percentile  ranks,  and  stanines. 

The  54-item  Social  Science  subtest  of  the  Stanford  Achieve¬ 
ment  Test  (&AT)  1973  Edition,  Form  A  was  also  administered  to  one 
grade  six  class.  It  was  chosen  by  the  teacher  from  a  number  of 
standardized  tests  as  being  best  representative  of  the  social 
studies  content  presented  to  the  students  in  that  class.  The 
authors  (Madden,  Gardner,  Rudman,  Karlsen,  &  Merwin,  1973)  claim 
that  the  test  measures  high-order  reasoning  skills  (e.g.,  the 
ability  to  infer,  to  reason,  to  predict,  and  to  conclude)  as  well 
as  factual  information,  and  includes  the  disciplines  of  geography. 
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history,  economics,  political  science,  anthropology,  and  sociology. 
The  Spearman-Brown  split-half  reliability  for  this  subtest  is  .90 
and  the  Kuder-Richardson  Formula  20  estimate  is  .89,  based  on  a 
subsample  of  the  norming  sample  of  students  tested  at  the  begin¬ 
ning  of  grade  six.  The  total  test  was  standardized  in  May  and 
October  of  1972  with  a  sample  of  approximately  275,000  students 
representing  the  American  school  population  in  terms  of  geo¬ 
graphic  region,  size  of  city,  socioeconomic  status,  and  public 
vs.  non-public  enrolment.  It  yields  scaled  scores,  grade 
equivalents,  percentile  ranks,  and  stanines.  Both  the  MAT  and 
the  SAT  are  generally  considered  as  among  the  best  standardized 
test  batteries  available. 

Teacher  grades  for  each  student's  performance  skills’ 
development  and  academic  performance  were  obtained  from  the  June 
report  card  entries.  Performance  skills’  development  refers  to 
assessments  of  the  student's  (1)  conduct  as  a  group  member 
(participation  in  group  discussions,  behavior  toward  rules  and 
authority,  cooperativeness  as  a  leader/f ollower ,  and  consider¬ 
ation  of  others) j  (2)  conduct  as  an  individual  (self-confidence, 
responsibility,  inquisitiveness,  and  independence),  and  (3) 
working  skills  (responsibility  in  completing  assignments,  be¬ 
havior  during  independent  study,  and  listening).  For  academic 
subjects,  separate  grades  were  given  for  effort  (the  degree  to 
which  the  student  approached  his  potential)  and  achievement 
(progress  in  achieving  the  established  goals  and  objectives  of 
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the  program).  Language  arts  was  graded  on  the  basis  of  six  com¬ 
ponent  skills  —  listening,  speaking,  composition,  reading,  li¬ 
brary,  and  spelling.  For  grade  one  and  three  students,  grades 
in  mathematics  and  "other"  subjects  (a  combination  of  science  and 
health,  social  studies,  and  printing/handwriting)  were  also 
obtained.  For  one  grade  six  class,  social  studies  grades,  based 
on  research  skills,  reporting  skills,  knowledge  of  concepts,  and 
decision-making  skills,  were  obtained  in  addition  to  language  arts 
grades . 

Because  of  the  limited  variance  in  scores  provided  by  the 
four-point  scale  used  in  report  card  grades,  teachers  were  asked 
to  rank  their  students  with  respect  to  both  achievement  and  effort. 
For  the  latter  task  teachers  were  also  asked  to  group  students  on 
the  basis  of  having  greatly  exceeded  expectations  (G) ,  exceeded 
expectations  (E) ,  met  expectations  (M) ,  fell  below  expectations  (B) 
or  fell  far  below  expectations  (F)  with  respect  to  their  potential. 
Affective  data.  The  affective  data  for  students  were 

obtained  with  the  use  of  three  measures. 

1.  The  My  Class  Inventory  (Anderson  &  Cayne,  1969)  was 
administered  to  students  at  all  grade  levels.  A  45-item  question¬ 
naire,  it  was  designed  to  assess  the  classroom  climate  properties 

of  elementary  school  classes. 

Classroom  social  climate. .. includes  a  profile  of 
measurable  class  group  properties  that  have  sig¬ 
nificance  for  research  on  classes  as  social  groups. 

These  properties  include  interpersonal  relation¬ 
ships  among  pupils,  relationships  between  pupils 
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and  their  teacher,  relationships  between  pupils 
and  both  the  subject  studied  and  the  method  of 
learning,  and  finally,  pupils'  perceptions  of  the 
structural  characteristics  of  the  class.  (Ander¬ 
son,  1973,  p.  1) 

The  five  factors  measured  are  satisfaction,  friction,  competitive¬ 
ness,  difficulty,  and  cohesiveness.  The  reliability  coefficients 
for  these  factors  were  reported  to  range  from  .54  to  .77.  Argu¬ 
ments  for  the  validity  of  each  factor  are  based  in  prior  theoreti¬ 
cal  and  research  efforts  in  the  development  of  an  earlier  instru¬ 
ment  by  Walberg  and  Anderson  in  1967,  called  the  Learning  Environ¬ 
ment  Inventory.  "Satisfaction"  is  claimed  to  affect  learning  and 
to  be  an  educational  goal  in  itself;  "friction"  has  negatively 
correlated  with  learning  measures;  "competitiveness"  is  considered 
a  central  concept  in  group  dynamics;  and  "cohesiveness"  is  said 
to  distinguish  a  group's  members  from  nonmembers. 

2.  Two  forms  of  the  School  Attitude  Test  (1973)  were 
used,  the  Oral  Version  (Rivera)  with  grade  one  students  and  a 
Written  Version  (McCallon)  with  the  remaining  students.  It  was 
designed  to  measure  the  student's  perception  of  the  school  environ 
ment  and  "...is  based  upon  how  the  student  feels  about  school  in 
general  and  how  he  feels  about  his  interaction  with  various  com¬ 
ponents  of  the  school  environment"  (McCallon,  1973,  p.  4).  The 
test  measures  students'  attitudes  about  school  in  general,  student 
instruction  interaction,  and  interpersonal  relations.  The  Oral 
Version  contains  29  items  and  is  reported  to  have  yielded  a  test- 
retest  reliability  coefficient  of  .77  over  a  10  day  period  with  a 
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sample  of  50  students  from  kindergarten  to  grade  three.  The  Written 
Version  contains  46  items  with  a  reported  test-retest  reliability 
coefficient  of  .78  over  a  14  day  period  with  120  grade  four  and  five 
students.  Validity  is  argued  on  the  basis  of  previous  research  and 
the  selection  of  items  which  appeared  to  teachers  as  having  content 
validity  relating  to  specific  domains  of  the  school  environment 
(e.g.,  teacher,  principal,  and  peer  relationships).  It  was  the  only 
test  measuring  elementary  children’s  attitudes  toward  school  that 
was  reviewed  in  Buros  (1974). 

3.  All  students  in  grades  three  and  six  were  also  given 
the  Primary  Children's  Attitude  Scales  (Barker  Lunn,  1971).  This 
64-item  questionnaire  was  developed  for  use  with  nine-to  eleven- 
year-olds  to  measure  attitudes  about  aspects  of  school  life.  The 
items  were  developed  from  group  discussions  held  with  approximately 
60  children  to  find  out  what  attitudes  they  held  and  how  they  were 
expressed.  Statements  from  these  discussions  were  used  in  an  initial 
questionnaire  submitted  to  355  nine-to  eleven-year-olds.  Factor 
analysis  of  the  data  reduced  the  questionnaire  to  64  items  measuring 
10  factors:  attitude  to  school,  interest  in  school  work,  importance 
of  doing  well  at  school,  attitude  to  class,  'other'  image  of  class, 
conforming  vs.  nonconforming  pupil,  relationship  with  teacher,  anxiety 
in' the  classroom  situation,  social  adjustment,  and  academic  self-image 
(Barker  Lunn,  p.  1).  The  factors  are  reported  to  have  internal  con¬ 
sistency  Alpha  coefficients  ranging  from  .58  to  .91.  Validity  is 
argued  on  the  basis  of  the  high  internal  consistency  of  the  factors r 
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and  the  fact  that  the  first  seven  factors  which  deal  with  atti¬ 


tudes  to  school  and  school  work  intercorrelated  significantly 
(]3  <  .05);  correlations  with  other  scales  to  which  this  one  was 
presumed  to  relate;  and  from  expected  group  differences  which 
were  predicted  on  theoretical  grounds  from  other  researchers’ 
findings . 


PROCEDURES 

Training  Procedures. 

Several  weeks  prior  to  the  beginning  of  the  study  the 
CASES  manual  and  a  half-inch  training  videotape  of  two  junior 
high  school  subjects  were  obtained  from  Spaulding.  Three  of 
the  project  researchers  involved  in  collecting  student  behavioral 
data  (Fasano,  Mahen,  and  Moody)  trained  for  two  weeks  with  this 
material.  The  tape  emitted  a  sound  signal  every  10  seconds  so 
that  approximately  56  tallies  could  be  made  on  each  subject. 

Each  of  the  two  subjects  was  coded  four  times  during  this  period 
and  observers  attained  an  average  of  88.79%  exact  agreement  with 
the  protocols  for  both  subjects  on  the  fourth  trial.  Exact  agree¬ 
ment  was  calculated  using  the  formula 

_ number  of  agreements _  x  ^00% 

number  of  agreements  +  disagreements 

Training  continued  in  a  live  elementary  school  setting  for  a  ten- 

day  period  where  36  trials  were  made.  The  final  trial  yielded  an 

average  percentage  agreement  of  87.33%  between  pairs  of  coders. 

Inter-rater  agreement  between  pairs  of  coders  ranged  from  31.82% 
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to  92.00%,  with  a  mean  of  65.51%.  Part  of  the  reason  for  the  lowe 
percentages  was  overcome  by  eventually  using  an  audiotape  which 
emitted  signals  at  10-second  intervals.  This  served  to  more  accur 
ately  standardize  the  time  at  which  student  behaviors  were  coded. 
All  reliability  figures  for  the  training  phase  are  presented  in 
Tables  I  and  II  of  Appendix  C.  During  the  total  training  period 
a  number  of  meetings  were  held  to  discuss  and  clarify  the  cate¬ 
gorization  of  observed  student  behaviors  using  the  CASES  instru¬ 
ment.  Further  clarification  was  provided  through  personal  com¬ 
munication  with  the  author. 

The  other  three  researchers  (Eggert,  Mar land,  and  Muttart) 

trained  for  a  three  week  period  in  the  use  of  the  Brophy-Good 

interaction  instrument.  A  detailed  description  of  the  procedures 

used  can  be  obtained  by  referring  to  their  theses.  The  procedure 

for  computing  reliability  figures  can  also  be  found  in  Brophy  and 

Evertson  (1973).  The  results  of  reliability  checks  by  the  three 

researchers  can  be  found  in  Table  I  of  Appendix  D,  and  compare 

favorably  with  those  reported  by  the  authors  of  the  instrument. 

The  significance  of  the  two  observation  instruments  was 

assessed  by  Peck  (1971) ,  who  noted  that  prior  to  their  development 

...systems  for  analyzing  classroom  interaction 
...treated  the  individual  teacher  as  one  actor 
in  the  educational  drama.  The  other  actor  has 
been  the-class-as-a-whole — a  mechanical  summation 
of  responses  of  totally  anonymous  students,  wiping 
out  all  individual  differences.  Such  methods... 
have  valuable  uses  but  they  are  of  n£  use  for 
finding  out  what  the  individual  student  is  doing, 
let  alone  how  the  teacher's  actions  are  affecting 
him.  Such  systems  inherently  continue  to  divert 
the  teacher  from  examining  what  she  does  to  the 
individual  student  or  how  well  it  works,  (p.  84) 
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Data  Collection 


Researchers  worked  in  pairs  during  the  study,  one  member 
of  each  pair  trained  in  the  use  of  the  CASES  instrument  and  the 
other  member  in  the  use  of  the  interaction  instrument.  Each  pair 
was  assigned  to  work  at  one  specific  grade  level,  visiting  each 
school  on  alternate  days.  In  an  attempt  to  minimize  observer 
effect  on  teachers  and  students,  and  to  allow  researchers  to  be¬ 
come  familiar  with  classroom  routines,  no  data  were  collected 
during  the  first  week  of  the  study.  Dyadic  verbal  interaction 
data  were  then  collected  over  the  next  two  weeks  during  language 
arts  lessons  at  all  grade  levels,  as  well  as  during  mathematics 
lessons  in  grades  one  and  three  only.  These  subjects  were  chosen 
because  they  constitute  the  core  curriculum  at  the  elementary 
school  level.  Neither  of  the  two  grade  six  teachers  was  res¬ 
ponsible  for  mathematics  instruction,  although  one  teacher  taught 
social  studies  in  addition  to  language  arts. 

Student  behaviors  were  also  coded  in  all  subjects  for 
which  the  sample  teachers  were  responsible.  This  was  done  in  an 
attempt  to  obtain  a  minimum  of  100  tallies  per  child  in  each  sub¬ 
ject  and  setting,  suggested  by  Spaulding  (1976)  as  the  criterion 
for  data  analysis  on  an  individual  student  basis.  All  subjects 
except  those  specified  in  the  preceding  paragraph  were  combined  as 
an  "other"  category  for  coding  purposes.  Six  students  were  observed 
at  a  time  in  rotation  and  behaviors  were  continuously  coded  until 
approximately  40  tallies  per  student  were  obtained.  Then  another 
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six  students  were  observed  using  the  same  procedure,  and  so  on, 
until  all  students  in  the  class  were  observed,  subject  to  the  lim¬ 
itations  of  class  routines.  Each  data  sheet  contained  the  date, 
time,  school  and  grade,  academic  subject,  setting  (TD  or  NTD) ,  and 
length  of  time  during  which  coding  occurred.  To  minimize  the  pos¬ 
sible  loss  in  accuracy  which  Reid  (1970)  and  Taplin  and  Reid  (1973) 
noted  when  observers  thought  they  were  not  being  monitored,  peri¬ 
odic  reliability  checks  were  made  at  each  grade  level.  The  nine 
checks  resulted  in  an  average  percentage  agreement  among  pairs  of 
coders  of  77.22%.  In  addition,  five  more  reliability  checks  were 
conducted  with  the  training  tape,  resulting  in  an  average  of  89.85% 
agreement  among  pairs  of  coders.  A  detailed  description  of  results 
can  be  found  in  Tables  III  and  IV  of  Appendix  C.  Within-study 
reliability  checks  for  the  dyadic  interaction  system  can  be  found 
in  Table  II  of  Appendix  D. 

During  the  first  week  immediately  following  the  observation 
phase  of  the  study,  the  attitude  tests  were  administered.  Approxi¬ 
mately  10  days  later,  two  of  the  attitude  tests  (MCI  and  the  Student 
Attitude  Test)  were  readministered  to  a  random  sample  of  students  in 
each  class  (see  Appendix  E) ,  and  IQ  tests  were  given  to  all  students. 
The  achievement  tests  were  given  during  the  following  week.  As  well, 
report  card  grades  were  recorded  and  the  SES  data  obtained  from  the 
record  cards.  When  the  information  on  the  student  record  card  was 
insufficient  to  assign  a  Blishen  scale  value,  the  teacher  and/or  stu¬ 
dent  was  approached  for  further  information.  As  a  result,  a  measure 
of  SES  was  obtained  for  each  student. 
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DATA  ANALYSIS 


Pearson  product-moment  correlation  coefficients  were  com¬ 
puted  in  order  to  answer  the  following  research  questions  which 
were  posed  in  Chapter  1. 

1.  What  is  the  relationship  between  students’  behavioral 
Styles  and  their  (a)  socioeconomic  status  (SES),  (b)  intelligence 
test  (IQ)  scores,  (c)  attitude  test  scores,  (d)  academic  grades 
and  achievement  test  scores,  and  (e)  grades  based  on  their  class¬ 
room  behaviors  and  participation? 

2.  Is  opportunity  to  respond  to  process  or  product 
questions  in  class  related  to  particular  behavioral  Styles? 

5.  Are  behavioral  Styles  stable  across  academic  subject 

areas? 

Analysis  of  variance  was  used  to  answer  the  remaining  two 
research  questions. 

3.  Are  there  differences  in  classroom  behavioral  Styles 
which  are  associated  with  sex  of  students? 

4.  Are  there  differences  among  high-,  middle-,  and  low- 
scoring  students  on  achievement  and  attitude  measures  with  respect 
to  their  Styles  of  classroom  behavior? 

One  of  the  underlying  assumptions  for  this  study  is  that  a 
student’s  behavior  is  affected  by  the  behaviors  of  his  classmates 
as  well  as  by  those  of  his  teachers.  It  is  assumed  further  that 
each  group  of  classmates  and  each  teacher  have  particular  character¬ 
istics  which  influence  the  behavior  setting  of  the  class  in  unique 
ways.  Whenever  appropriate,  the  data  will  be  analyzed  separately 


, 
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for  each  of  the  six  classes  in  this  study.  For  purposes  of  identi¬ 
fication  the  two  grade  one  classes  will  be  referred  to  as  Class  1-1 
and  Class  2-1,  grade  three  classes  as  1-3  and  2-3,  and  grade  six 
classes  as  1-6  and  2-6. 

Since  the  focus  for  analysis  is  primarily  one  of  dealing 
with  small,  relatively  homogeneous  groups  of  students  within  class¬ 
rooms,  large-group  statistical  procedures  were  generally  avoided. 

A  decision  was  made  to  divide  students  into  three  groups  according 
to  scores  attained  on  achievement  and  attitude  measures  so  that  the 
data  could  be  examined  for  other  than  straight-line  relationships. 
To  examine  further  the  specific  nature  of  differences  in  behavior 
Styles  of  high-  and  low-scoring  groups,  a  number  of  descriptive 
tables  are  included  which  present  data  on  the  individual  students 
who  comprise  the  groups  under  investigation. 
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Chapter  4 


RESULTS  OF  THE  INVESTIGATION 

The  study  was  primarily  intended  to  discover  the  nature  of 
relationships  between  students’  classroom  behaviors  during  instruction 
and  assessments  of  their  achievements  and  attitudes  toward  school. 

As  many  observations  as  possible  were  made  on  each  student  at  diff¬ 
erent  times  of  the  day  during  various  subject  lessons  in  both  teacher 
directed  (TD)  and  non-teacher  directed  (NTD)  settings.  This  was 
done  in  an  attempt  to  ensure  that  the  behavioral  data  collected  were 
representative  of  each  student's  typical  classroom  conduct.  As  a 
result,  students  were  observed  on  an  average  of  14  separate  occasions 
during  the  two-week  observation  period.  Only  those  students  for 
whom  at  least  100  behavior  tallies  had  been  obtained  with  respect  to 
the  variable  and  type  of  setting  under  investigation  were  included 
in  the  analyses  which  follow.  Combined  student  behaviors  across  all 
subjects  within  settings  (TD  or  NTD)  were  used  in  investigating 
relationships  between  behavioral  Styles  and  both  attitude  scores  and 
teacher  grades  awarded  to  students  for  their  conduct  in  class.  For 
relationships  between  behaviors  and  achievement  in  a  subject  area, 
only  those  behaviors  observed  during  that  particular  subject  area 
were  used  in  the  analysis.  As  relatively  little  time  was  spent  by 
teachers  in  mathematics  instruction,  not  enough  data  were  collected  _ 
to  permit  analysis  for  this  subject  area.  In  addition,  one  student 
was  absent  during  most  of  the  data  collection  phase  of  the  study 
and  another  left  the  school  district.  Consequently,  the  total  sample 
was  reduced  to  157  students. 
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Prior  to  investigating  the  relationships  between  behavioral 
Styles  and  product  variables,  decisions  were  made  to  select  specific 
attitude  and  achievement  variables  from  among  the  many  variables  in 
the  available  pool  of  data.  The  items  comprising  each  factor  of  the 
three  attitude  scales  were  examined  to  assist  in  making  initial 
judgements  about  the  appropriateness  of  the  factor  and  its  relation¬ 
ship  to  other  factors.  Further,  correlation  matrices  were  con¬ 
structed  to  determine  (1)  the  interrelationships  among  test  sub¬ 
scales,  and  (2)  the  relationships  among  the  various  context  and  pro¬ 
duct  variables  which  had  been  chosen  for  this  study.  These  matrices 
were  also  consulted  in  making  decisions  about  the  selection  of  vari¬ 
ables  for  analysis.  The  correlation  matrix  tables  for  each  class  can 
be  found  in  Appendix  F. 

The  My  Class  Inventory  (MCI)  measures  a  student's  attitudes 
toward  his  classmates  and  his  perceptions  about  the  nature  of  the 
social  climate  of  the  class.  The  focus  of  this  scale  is  different 
from  that  of  the  other  two  attitude  tests  used  in  this  study,  there¬ 
fore  all  five  factors  of  the  MCI  were  included  in  this  analysis. 

The  Oral  and  Written  versions  of  the  School  Attitude  Test  (OSAT  and 
WSAT,  respectively)  have  three  factors:  (1)  interpersonal  relations, 
which  overlaps  to  some  extent  with  the  MCI  factors;  (2)  student- 
instruction  interaction,  which  measures  the  student's  perceptions  of 
the  teacher’s  feelings  about  him  and  other  class  members  as  well  as 
the  manner  in  which  the  teacher  behaves  toward  students  in  the  class; 
and  (3)  a  general  school  factor  which  assesses  the  student’s  general 
attitudes  toward  school.  All  three  factors  of  this  test  were  included 
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in  this  analysis  as  well.  The  third  attitude  test,  the  Primary 
Children’s  Attitude  Scale  (PCAS)  was  administered  to  grades  three 
and  six  students  only.  Two  of  its  factors  —  anxiety  in  the  class¬ 
room  and  academic  self-image  —  are  concerned  with  the  personality 
of  the  student  and  were  therefore  selected  for  this  analysis.  The 
remaining  factors  of  this  scale  are  similar  to  those  selected  from 
the  My  Class  Inventory  and  the  School  Attitude  Test,  and  are  ex¬ 
cluded  from  analysis  in  this  section. 

The  subtests  of  the  Metropolitan  Achievement  Tests  (MAT) 
were  significantly  positively  intercorrelated  (jd  <  .01)  in  all 
classes  except  2-6.  In  this  class  the  correlation  between  Word 
Knowledge  and  Language  subtests  was  nonsignificant  (£  >  .05),  while 
the  correlation  between  Word  Knowledge  and  Spelling  was  significant 
(jd  .05).  The  Total  Reading  subtest  was  chosen  for  analysis  be¬ 
cause  it  is  a  composite  of  two  subtest  skills.  Word  Knowledge  and 
Reading,  and  was  positively  related  to  all  MAT  subtests  in  each  of 
the  classes  (£  <$  .01).  The  correlation  between  Language  Arts  effort 
and  achievement  grades  reached  at  least  .90  for  all  classes  except 
1-1  (_r  =  .738,  £  <  .01)  and  for  purposes  of  analysis  both  grades 
were  combined  to  form  a  total  Language  Arts  grade  for  each  student. 
Similarily,  the  correlation  between  Social  Studies  effort  and 
achievement  grades  in  class  2-6  was  .844,  and  these  grades  were  com¬ 
bined  into  a  total  Social  Studies  grade.  Finally,  grades  given  for 
performance  as  an  individual,  performance  as  a  group  member,  and 
working  skills  were  combined  to  form  a  total  behavior  grade  because 
of  significant  intercorrelations  in  all  classes  except  1-1.  In  this 
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class  the  performance  grades  were  identical  for  all  but  one  student 
in  the  class,  and  therefore  were  excluded  from  analysis.  The  reader 
is  referred  to  Appendix  F  for  detailed  information  about  the  inter¬ 
relationships  among  product  variables. 

RELATIONSHIPS  BETWEEN  BEHAVIORAL  STYLES  AND  SELECTED  CONTEXT 
VARIABLES,  PRODUCT  VARIABLES,  AND  QUESTION  OPPORTUNITIES 

The  analysis  of  data  in  this  section  is  designed  to  provide 
answers  to  the  first  two  research  questions.  Pearson  product-moment 
correlation  coefficients  were  calculated  using  the  DEST02  program 
with  the  AMDAHL  computer  facilities  of  the  Division  of  Educational  Re¬ 
search  at  the  University  of  Alberta.  The  results  are  presented 
separately  for  each  class,  and  only  the  statistically  significant  re¬ 
sults  are  described. 

Class  1-1 

Table  4.1  shows  that  behavioral  Styles  are  not  significantly 
related  to  either  SES  or  IQ.  Students  who  perceive  a  low  degree  of 
friction  in  the  relationships  among  classmates,  as  measured  by  the 
MCI  friction  subscale,  exhibit  social  productive  (Style  F)  behaviors 
in  TD  settings.  Students  who  feel  that  school  work  is  difficult  dis¬ 
play  more  nonconforming  (Style  B)  behaviors,  withdrawn  (Style  C)  be¬ 
haviors,  and  self -motivated  task-oriented  behaviors  in  TD  settings. 
Those  students  who  perceive  that  teachers  express  negative  feelings 
toward  them  during  instruction,  as  measured  by  the  OSAT  student- 
instruction  interaction  subscale,  are  more  withdrawn  (Style  C  be¬ 
haviors)  in  TD  settings.  And  students  who  have  positive  attitudes 
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concerning  interpersonal  relations  display  aggressive,  dominative, 
and  manipulative  (Style  A)  behaviors  in  NTD  settings. 

With  respect  to  achievement,  as  measured  by  the  MAT  Total 
Reading  subtest  and  by  Language  Arts  grades,  those  who  attain  higher 
scores  display  adult  dependent  (Style  E)  behaviors  in  TD  settings, 
self-motivated  (Style  G)  behaviors  in  NTD  settings,  and  greater 
overall  coping  ability  (OCC)  in  meeting  the  demands  of  school  in 
both  TD  and  NTD  settings.  Lower  achievement  is  associated  with 
external  motivation  to  attend  (Style  H)  in  TD  settings  as  well  as 
non-conforming  (Style  B)  behaviors  and  peer-dependent,  off-task 
(Style  D)  behaviors  in  NTD  settings.  In  addition,  low  achievement 
in  Total  Reading  is  also  associated  with  aggressive,  dominative, 
and  manipulative  (Style  A)  behaviors  in  NTD  settings.  Finally,  the 
opportunity  given  by  the  teacher  to  students  to  respond  to  product 
questions  is  not  significantly  related  to  student  behaviors  in  either 
TD  or  NTD  settings,  although  the  direction  of  relationships  indicates 
that  the  teacher  gives  fewer  opportunities  to  those  students  ex¬ 
hibiting  "non-productive11  behaviors  (Styles  A,  B,  and  H)  in  both 
settings.  Only  two  process  (higher-order)  questions  were  asked  by 
the  teacher  in  this  class  and  both  were  directed  to  the  same  student. 
Therefore,  no  analyses  were  performed  with  this  variable  for  this  class. 

To  better  understand  the  specific  nature  of  the  behaviors  ex¬ 
hibited  by  the  students.  Table  4.2  presents  the  mean  percentage  and 
variance  for  each  of  the  behavior  categories  which  comprise  the  eight 
Styles.  It  can  be  seen  that  disruptive  behaviors  (Style  A  categories) 
are  practically  nonexistent,  as  are  Style  F  behaviors  in  TD  settings 
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Percent  of  Occurrence  and  Variance  for  Behavior  Categories  Grouped  by  Behavioral  Styles 
in  Teacher  Directed  and  Non-Teacher  Directed  Settings  for  Class  1-1 
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and  Style  G  behaviors  in  TD  settings.  Some  behavioral  Styles  are 
primarily  attributable  to  the  frequency  of  occurrence  of  one  be¬ 
havior  category  rather  than  to  an  equal  contribution  made  by  each 
of  the  component  categories.  For  example,  Style  B  is  largely  com¬ 
prised  of  inappropriate  self-directed  (category  5b)  behavior,  Style 
C  to  daydreaming  or  responding  to  internal  stimuli  (category  12), 
Style  D  to  distractibility  (category  11),  and  Style  E  to  close 
attention  to  the  task  (category  6a).  The  finding  cited  previously 
that  achievement  was  positively  related  to  Style  E  behaviors  and 
negatively  related  to  Style  H  behaviors  in  TD  settings  indicates 
that  the  quality  of  the  student’s  attentiveness  to  instruction, 
rather  than  merely  being  passively  attentive,  appears  to  be  an 
important  difference  with  respect  to  achievement  in  this  class. 

Table  4.2  also  shows  that  half  of  the  behaviors  exhibited 
by  students  in  TD  settings  involve  following  instructions,  while 
in  NTD  settings  most  of  the  behaviors  are  self-motivated  and  task 
oriented.  Students  exhibit  approximately  equivalent  amounts  of 
active  (Style  B)  and  passive  (Styles  C  and  D)  behaviors  which  are 
generally  considered  to  be  non-productive.  However,  these  only 
account  for  approximately  13%  of  behaviors  in  TD  settings  and  17% 
in  NTD  settings,  while  the  remaining  85%  involves  behaviors  which 
are  generally  considered  to  be  productive  (Styles  E,  F,  G,  and  H) . 

Class  2-1 

The  results  presented  in  Table  4.3  for  this  class  reveal 
that  the  higher  SES  students  exhibit  little  self-motivated  (Style 
G)  behaviors  in  TD  settings  and  overall  coping  ability  in  NTD 
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settings,  while  displaying  more  nonconforming  (Style  B)  behaviors 
in  NTD  settings.  The  more  intelligent  children  in  this  class  tend 
to  manifest  more  Style  B  behaviors  in  NTD  settings. 

With  respect  to  attitudes,  those  students  who  feel  that  most 
classmates  are  dissatisfied  with  the  class  environment  demonstrate 
more  peer-dependent,  off-task  (Style  D)  behaviors  in  TD  settings. 
Students  who  feel  that  their  classmates  are  competitive  are  those 
who  are  externally  motivated  to  work  (Style  H  behaviors)  in  TD  set¬ 
tings  and  show  social,  productive  (Style  F)  behaviors  in  NTD  set¬ 
tings.  Those  who  hold  negative  attitudes  about  student-instruction 
interaction  display  non- conforming  (Style  B)  behaviors  in  NTD  set¬ 
tings.  Finally,  students  who  have  positive  attitudes  about  inter¬ 
personal  relations  are  withdrawn  (Style  C  behaviors)  in  both  types 
of  settings  and  are  peer-dependent,  off-task  (Style  D)  in  TD  set¬ 
tings.  Students  with  negative  attitudes  about  interpersonal  re¬ 
lations  show  less  adequate  coping  skills  in  TD  settings  and  exhibit 
fewer  social,  productive  (Style  F)  behaviors  in  NTD  settings. 

Students  who  attain  higher  scores  on  the  MAT  Total  Reading 
subtest  are  characterized  by  more  self-motivated  (Style  G)  behaviors 
in  NTD  settings.  Teacher  grades  given  for  students’  behavior  are 
positively  associated  with  Style  E  behaviors  in  TD  settings  and 
negatively  related  to  Style  C  behaviors  in  NTD  settings. 

More  opportunity  to  answer  process  questions  is  given  to  stu¬ 
dents  displaying  adult-dependent  (Style  E)  behaviors  in  NTD  settings, 
while  those  students  who  are  non-conforming  and  peer  oriented  (Style 
B)  in  NTD  settings  have  more  product  questions  directed  to  them  by 


the  teacher. 


. 


Table  4.4  presents  information  regarding  the  percentage  of 
occurrence  of  behavior  categories  within  Styles.  Several  contrasts 
are  evident  when  these  data  are  compared  with  those  presented  in 
Table  4.2  for  class  1-1.  For  example,  for  class  2-1  students  Table 
4.4  reveals  that  inappropriate  social  interaction  (category  8b) 
contributes  substantially  to  Style  B,  while  appropriate  integrative 
sharing  and  helping  behavior  (category  7a)  is  a  major  contributor 
to  Style  E.  These  findings  indicate  that  class  2-1  students  partici¬ 
pate  in  more  social  interaction  with  one  another  and  play  a  more 
active  role  in  instruction  than  is  the  case  for  class  1-1  students. 

The  two  classes  are  otherwise  similar  with  respect  to  the  infrequent 
occurrence  of  some  behavioral  Styles,  the  passive  nature  of  off-task 
behaviors,  the  predominance  of  on-task  behaviors,  and  the  skewness 
in  the  distribution  of  behavior  categories. 

Class  1-3 

Table  4.5  shows  that  the  lower  SES  students  exhibit  more 
peer-dependent  (Style  D)  behaviors  in  NTD  settings.  No  other  signifi¬ 
cant  relationships  between  SES  and  behavior  Styles  exist.  The  stu¬ 
dents  scoring  higher  on  the  IQ  test  display  fewer  withdrawn  (Style  C) 
behaviors  and  more  self-motivated  (Style  G)  behaviors  and  overall 
coping  ability  in  NTD  settings.  There  are  no  significant  relation¬ 
ships  between  IQ  and  behaviors  in  TD  settings. 

With  respect  to  attitudes  measured  by  the  MCI,  students  who 
feel  that  most  classmates  are  dissatisfied  with  the  class  display 
higher  incidences  of  nonconforming  (Style  B)  behaviors  in  TD  settings 
and  more  adult-dependent  (Style  E)  behaviors  in  NTD  settings.  Those 


■ 


Percent- of  Occurrence  and  Variance  for  Behavior  Categories  Grouped  by  Behavioral  Styles 
in  Teacher  Directed  and  Non-Teacher  Directed  Settings  for  Class  2-1 
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number  of  students  whose  frequency  of  behavior  tallies  Is  >  100. 


students  who  perceive  a  high  degree  of  friction  in  the  class  demon¬ 
strate  more  peer-dependent  (Style  D)  behaviors,  fewer  social,  pro¬ 
ductive  (Style  F)  behaviors,  and  less  ability  to  cope  with  the  de¬ 
mands  of  school  in  NTD  settings.  Students  who  perceive  the  class 
as  competitive  are  characterized  by  Style  D  behaviors  in  TD  settings. 
Those  students  who  indicate  that  school  work  is  difficult  show  more 
Style  B  behaviors,  fewer  self-motivated  (Style  G)  behaviors,  and 
less  coping  ability  in  NTD  settings. 

The  OSAT  instrument  reveals  that  negative  general  attitudes 
toward  school  are  associated  with  Style  B  and  Style  C  (withdrawn) 
behaviors  in  both  TD  and  NTD  settings.  Conversely,  students  holding 
positive  general  attitudes  toward  school  are  adult-dependent  (Style 
E)  in  TD  settings,  are  self -motivated  (Style  G  behaviors)  in  NTD 
settings,  and  demonstrate  greater  success  in  coping  with  school  in 
both  settings.  Students  exhibiting  aggressive  (Style  A)  behaviors 
in  NTD  settings  have  negative  attitudes  about  student-instruction 
interaction. 

The  PCAS  data  reveal  that  the  more  anxious  (low  scoring) 
students  display  higher  incidences  of  aggressive  (Style  A),  non- 
conforming  (Style  B),  and  social,  productive  (Style  F)  behaviors 
in  TD  settings,  as  well  as  more  withdrawn  (Style  C)  behaviors  in 
both  TD  and  NTD  settings.  The  less  anxious  students  (high  scoring) 
students  show  more  passive  response  to  directions  (Style  H)  and 
higher  coping  ability  in  TD  settings.  Finally,  those  students  who 
express  negative  attitudes  about  their  academic  self-image  exhibit 
more  non-conforming  behaviors  in  TD  settings  and  more  withdrawn 
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behaviors  in  NTD  settings,  while  students  with  positive  self-images 
are  more  self-motivated  and  better  able  to  cope  with  school  in  NTD 
settings . 

With  respect  to  achievement,  those  students  who  attain 
higher  MAT  Total  Reading  scores.  Language  Arts  grades,  and  Behavior 
grades,  show  greater  overall  coping  ability  and  fewer  withdrawn  (Style 
C)  behaviors  in  TD  settings.  As  well,  students  receiving  low  Language 
Arts  and  Behavior  grades  display  more  non-conforming  (Style  B)  behav¬ 
iors  in  TD  settings,  and  Behavior  grades  are  also  negatively  related  to 
peer-dependent  (Style  D)  behaviors.  The  only  significant  relationships 
between  behavioral  Styles  in  NTD  settings  occur  with  Behavior  grades, 
which  are  negatively  related  to  Styles  D,  E,  and  H,  and  positively  re¬ 
lated  to  self-directed  (Style  G)  behaviors  and  to  overall  coping  com¬ 
petency. 

Regarding  question  opportunities  afforded  by  the  teacher,  there 
are  no  significant  relationships  between  the  frequency  with  which  stu¬ 
dents  are  called  upon  to  answer  either  process  or  product  questions  and 
their  classroom  behavior  in  TD  or  NTD  settings.  It  is  to  be  noted  that 
the  correlations  between  student  behaviors  and  the  achievement  variables 
and  question  opportunities  are  based  on  only  seven  students,  thus  making 
the  size  of  the  confidence  limits  for  these  figures  quite  large. 

Table  4.6  shows  that  integrative  sharing  and  helping  behavior 
(category  7a)  is  the  major  component  of  Style  E  in  TD  settings.  This 
finding  indicates  that  students  in  class  1-3  play  a  more  participative 
role  in  instruction  during  TD  settings  than  was  the  case  for  the  two 
grade  one  classes.  Otherwise,  class  1-3  behaviors  resemble  those  of 
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Table  4 . 6 


Mean  Percent  of  Occurrence  and  Variance  for  Behavior  Categories 
Grouped  by  Behavioral  Styles  in  Teacher  Directed  and 
Non-Teacher  Directed  Settings  for  Class  1-3 


Behavior 

Language 

Arts 

All  Subjects 

Cat- 

TD  Settings 

(n=19) 

TD  Settings (n=27) 

NTD  Settings (n=28) 

Style 

egory 

Mean  Variance 

Mean 

i 

Variance 

Mean 

Variance 

1 

0.04 

0.05 

0.02 

0.01 

A 

2 

0.16 

0.10 

0.16 

0.08 

0.06 

0.03 

A 

3b 

0.20 

0.54 

0.17 

0.24 

0.02 

0.01 

9b 

0.03 

0.02 

0.04 

0.02 

0.07 

0.04 

4 

0.05 

0.05 

0.10 

0.06 

0.08 

0.04 

B 

5b 

1.84 

8.40 

2.46 

7.58 

1.36 

2.50 

7b 

1.24 

2.74 

1.23 

1.90 

0.61 

0.56 

8b 

0.95 

1.07 

0.93 

0.88 

2.25 

4.28 

12 

2.74 

6.72 

3.58 

12.08 

2.60 

17.13 

C 

13 

— 

— 

0.02 

0.02 

— 

— 

D 

6b 

0.35 

0.40 

0.56 

0.52 

1.48 

4.36 

11 

8.97 

30.96 

8.54 

24.94 

8.36 

32.20 

6a 

7.46 

23.32 

6.73 

23.98 

1.17 

2.82 

E 

7a 

12.54 

32.57 

11.24 

31.30 

0.33 

0.53 

9a 

0.12 

0.08 

0.16 

0.07 

2.55 

9.84 

3a 

0.05 

0.04 

0.02 

0.01 

0.04 

0.02 

F 

8a 

0.07 

0.05 

0.12 

0.08 

2.15 

4.63 

G 

5a 

1.75 

7.70 

1.97 

4.66 

71.75 

236.14 

H 

10 

61.45 

99.97 

62.23 

61.91 

99.98 

41.66 

5.11 

100.01 

28.69 

f 
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classes  1-1  and  2-1.  Specifically,  Style  A  behaviors  rarely  occur 
and  off-task  behaviors  are  more  often  of  a  passive  nature  (Styles 
C  and  D) .  Most  student  behaviors  involve  following  directions  in 
TD  settings  and  being  self-motivated  during  NTD  settings,  while 
total  on-task  behaviors  account  for  approximately  83%  of  all  behav¬ 
iors  exhibited  in  TD  and  NTD  settings.  As  well,  the  distribution 
of  most  behavior  categories  is  skewed. 

Class  2-3 

The  data  for  class  2-3  are  presented  in  Table  4.7.  This 
table  shows  that  there  are  no  significant  relationships  between 
students'  SES  or  IQ  and  classroom  behaviors. 

The  only  significant  relationship  between  attitude  variables 
and  behavioral  Styles  occurs  with  the  interpersonal  relationships 
subscale  of  the  OSAT.  Students  who  have  positive  attitudes  about 
interpersonal  relationships  exhibit  more  Style  F  behaviors  in  TD 
settings  and  fewer  Style  A  behaviors  in  NTD  settings. 

There  is  a  positive  relationship  between  achievement  on  the 
MAT  Total  Reading  subtest  and  the  frequency  with  which  students  are 
nonconforming  (Style  B  behaviors)  in  NTD  settings.  No  significant 
relationships  exist  between  Language  Arts  grades  and  behavioral  Styles 
In  TD  settings  there  are  significant  negative  relationships  with  Behav 
ior  grades  and  Styles  A  and  B,  and  positive  relationships  with  Style  E 
and  overall  coping  competency.  In  NTD  settings  Behavior  grades  are 
positively  related  to  self-directed  (Style  G)  behaviors. 

Students  exhibiting  Style  G  behaviors  in  TD  settings  are  more 
often  called  upon  to  answer  process  questions.  The  relationship  be¬ 
tween  process  question  opportunities  and  passive  attending  (Style  H) 
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Correlations  Between  Student  Behavioral  Styles  and  Selected  Context  Variables,  Product  Variables,  and  Percentage  of  Question  Opportunities  for  Class  2-3 
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behaviors  appears  to  be  a  function  of  the  setting  in  which  those 
behaviors  occur.  Fewer  questions  are  directed  to  those  students 
who  exhibit  Style  H  behaviors  in  TD  settings,  but  more  questions 
are  asked  of  those  who  display  Style  H  behaviors  in  NTD  settings. 
There  are  no  significant  relationships  between  product  question 
opportunities  and  students’  behavioral  Styles. 

Two  cautions  should  be  noted  at  this  point.  First,  the 
relationships  between  behavioral  Styles  and  both  achievement 
variables  and  percentage  of  question  opportunities  are  based  on  a 
relatively  small  number  of  students,  thus  making  the  size  of  the 
confidence  limits  for  the  reported  correlation  coefficients  quite 
large.  Two-thirds  of  the  significant  relationships  that  were  found 
occurred  with  this  small  group  of  students.  Second,  the  number  of 
significant  relationships  found  in  these  data  is  smaller  than  the 
number  of  significant  relationships  which  could  have  been  expected 
to  occur  by  chance  alone. 

Table  4.8  shows  that  fewer  types  of  behaviors  were  exhibited 
by  these  students  in  Language  Arts.  This  is  probably  because  of  the 
small  number  of  students  who  satisfied  the  criterion  of  at  least  100 
tallies  and  could  therefore  be  included  in  the  analysis.  This  is 
particularly  evident  in  TD  settings,  where  none  of  the  behavior 
categories  making  up  Style  A  was  exhibited  by  students.  As  noted 
with  previous  classes,  Style  B  is  predominantly  due  to  inappropriate 
self-directed  (category  5b)  behavior;  Style  C  to  daydreaming  or  res¬ 
ponding  to  internal  stimuli  (category  12);  and  Style  D  to  visual 
wandering  (category  11)  rather  than  to  inappropriate  close  attentive 
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Percent  -of  Occurrence  and  Variance  for  Behavior  Categories  Grouped  by  Behavioral  Styles 
in  Teacher  Directed  and  Non-Teacher  Directed  Settings  for  Class  2-3 
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behavior  (category  6b).  The  same  observations  with  respect  to  the 
absence  of  extremely  deviant  behaviors,  the  prevalence  of  overall 
on-task  behaviors,  and  skewness  in  distribution  of  behaviors  can 
be  made  about  this  class  as  were  made  for  the  classes  mentioned 
previously.  The  incidence  of  total  off-task  behavior  (Styles  A  to 
D)  is  higher  for  this  class  than  for  previous  classes,  ranging 
from  about  27%  in  TD  settings  to  32%  in  NTD  settings. 

Class  1-6 

The  data  for  this  class,  presented  in  Table  4.9,  are  re¬ 
stricted  to  relationships  concerning  behaviors  in  TD  settings  only, 
because  the  teacher  rarely  used  non-teacher  directed  strategies  of 
instruction.  There  is  a  significant  positive  relationship  between 
SES  and  social,  productive  (Style  F)  behaviors,  and  a  significant 
negative  relationship  between  IQ  and  non-conforming  (Style  B)  be¬ 
haviors.  No  other  significant  relationships  exist  between  be¬ 
havioral  Styles  and  either  SES  or  IQ. 

With  respect  to  attitudes  measured  by  the  MCI,  those  stu¬ 
dents  who  perceive  a  high  degree  of  friction  in  the  class  exhibit 
few  Style  B  behaviors  and  greater  overall  coping  ability.  Those 
who  feel  that  schoolwork  is  considered  by  the  class  to  be  diffi¬ 
cult  display  adult- oriented  (Style  E)  behaviors.  Students  who 
perceive  the  class  to  be  a  cohesive  group  are  characterized  by  peer- 
dependent  (Style  D)  behaviors.  Regarding  attitudes  measured  by  the 
OSAT,  students  who  are  generally  satisfied  with  school  engage 
in  more  Style  E  and  Style  F  behaviors.  And  finally,  those 
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Correlations  Between  Selected  Student  Context  and  Product  Variables  and 
Student  Behaviors  in  Teacher-Directed  Settings  for  Class  1-6 
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number  of  students  whose  frequency  of  behavior  tallies  is  >  100. 
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who  are  most  anxious  in  the  classroom,  as  measured  by  the  PCAS ,  ex¬ 
hibit  more  self-directed  (Style  G)  behavior. 

No  significant  relationships  exist  between  MAT  Total  Read¬ 
ing  scores  and  behavioral  Styles.  Students  who  have  higher  grades 
in  Language  Arts  and  Behavior  are  characterized  by  social  pro¬ 
ductive  (Style  F)  behaviors,  and  self-directed  (Style  G)  behaviors. 
In  addition,  students  with  higher  Language  Arts  grades  are  those 
who  exhibit  adult-oriented  (Style  E)  behaviors  and  greater  coping 
competency.  There  are  no  significant  relationships  between  be¬ 
havioral  Styles  and  percentage  of  either  process  or  product  question 
opportunities. 

Table  4.10  reveals  that  the  off-task  behaviors  of  students 
in  this  class  tend  to  be  predominantly  active  in  nature  (i.e..  Style 
B)  than  was  the  case  for  other  classes  discussed.  Total  off-task 
behaviors  (Styles  A  to  D)  account  for  approximately  27%  of  all  be¬ 
haviors,  and  in  this  respect  this  class  is  similar  to  class  2-3. 
Observations  with  regard  to  infrequently  occurring  Styles  and 
categories,  major  categories  in  each  Style,  and  skewness  in  dis¬ 
tribution  of  behaviors  are  similar  to  those  reported  for  other 
classes . 

Class  2-6 

The  data  for  this  class  are  presented  in  Table  4.11.  There 
are  no  significant  relationships  between  the  SES  of  students  and 
their  behavioral  Styles.  Students'  IQ  scores  are  significantly 
positively  related  to  non-conforming  (Style  B)  behaviors  and  self- 
directed  (Style  G)  behaviors  in  TD  settings,  and  to  overall  coping 
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Table  4. 10 


Mean  Percent  of  Occurrence  and  Variance  for  Behavior  Categories 
Grouped  by  Behavioral  Styles  in  Teacher  Directed 

Settings  for  Class  1-6 


Behavior 

Language 

Arts  (n  =  25) 

All  Subj 

ects  (n  =  25) 

Style 

Category 

Mean 

Variance 

Mean 

Variance 

A 

1 

2 

3b 

0.12 

0.17 

0.12 

0.17 

9b 

0.02 

0.13 

0.02 

0.01 

4 

0.16 

0.11 

0.15 

0.09 

B 

5b 

14.01 

39.31 

13.34 

34.17 

7b 

0.32 

0.18 

0.35 

0.18 

8b 

2.39 

10.50 

2.42 

10.53 

r 

12 

3.58 

5.57 

3.54 

5.37 

13 

— 

D 

6b 

2.51 

2.34 

2.42 

2.21 

11 

3.75 

3.10 

3.68 

3.24 

6a 

24.50 

47.46 

24.45 

47.91 

E 

7a 

6.54 

9.56 

6.52 

8.97 

9a 

0.18 

0.17 

0.20 

0.18 

3a 

0.02 

0,01 

0.02 

0.00 

8a 

0.14 

0.07 

0.15 

0.07 

G 

5a 

1.02 

1.50 

1.02 

1.45 

H 

10 

40.73 

81.19 

41.60 

82.97 

99.99 

100.00 

. 
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Table  4-11 

Correlation*  Between  Student  Behavioral  Styles  and  Selected  Context  Variables,  Product  Variables,  and  Percentage  of  Question  Opportunities  for  Class  2-6 
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behavior  in  NTD  settings.  Significant  negative  relationships  exist 
between  IQ  scores  and  passive  conforming  (Style  H)  behaviors  in  both 
TD  and  NTD  settings,  as  well  as  with  withdrawn  (Style  C)  behaviors 
in  NTD  settings. 

With  respect  to  attitudes  measured  by  the  MCI,  students  who 
feel  that  schoolwork  is  difficult  display  more  aggressive  (Style  A) 
behaviors  in  TD  settings,  adult-dependent  (Style  E)  behaviors  in  NTD 
settings,  and  fewer  self-directed  (Style  G)  behaviors  in  NTD  set¬ 
tings.  Students  who  feel  that  the  class  is  a  cohesive  group  show 
fewer  peer-dependent  off-task  (Style  D)  behaviors  and  externally 
motivated  (Style  H)  behaviors,  as  well  as  more  overall  coping 
competency  in  NTD  settings. 

Regarding  the  subscales  of  the  OSAT,  students  who  express 
positive  attitudes  about  interpersonal  relations  exhibit  more 
aggressive  (Style  A)  behaviors  in  TD  settings,  and  fewer  Style  D 
and  Style  H  behaviors  in  NTD  settings.  Students  who  indicate  more 
general  positive  attitudes  toward  school  engage  in  fewer  non- 
conforming  (Style  B)  behaviors  and  more  adult-dependent  (Style  E) 
and  overall  coping  competency  in  TD  settings,  as  well  as  display 
more  Style  H  behaviors  in  NTD  settings. 

Scores  on  the  PCAS  reveal  that  the  less  anxious  student 
engages  in  more  self-directed  (Style  G)  behaviors  and  less  ex¬ 
ternally  motivated  (Style  H)  behaviors  in  NTD  settings.  And  finally, 
students  with  positive  academic  self-images  display  more  Style  G  be¬ 
haviors  in  TD  settings  and  higher  overall  coping  competency. 
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With  respect  to  achievement,  students  who  attain  higher 
MAT  Total  Reading  scores  exhibit  more  non-conforming  (Style  B) 
behaviors  in  TD  settings  but  fewer  peer-dependent,  off-task  (Style 
D)  behaviors  in  NTD  settings.  Students  with  higher  Language  Arts 
grades  also  display  more  Style  B  and  Style  D  behaviors  in  TD  set¬ 
tings,  but  in  addition  are  more  self-directed  (Style  G)  in  TD  set¬ 
tings  and  less  peer-dependent,  off-task  (Style  D)  in  NTD  settings. 

When  Social  Studies  classes  were  held,  the  teacher  had  stu¬ 
dents  working  in  pairs  on  reports  or  topics  that  they  had  chosen. 
Consequently,  behavioral  data  with  respect  to  this  academic  subject 
were  obtained  in  NTD  settings  only.  Students  with  high  scores  on 
the  Social  Studies  subtest  of  the  SAT  and  high  Social  Studies  grades 
exhibit  few  withdrawn  (Style  C)  behaviors  and  greater  overall  coping 
competency. 

Students  with  high  Behavior  grades  displayed  more  self-directed 
(Style  G)  behavior  and  less  externally  motivated  (Style  H)  behavior  in 
TD  settings,  and  less  withdrawn  (Style  C)  behaviors,  but  less  Style  H 
behaviors,  and  greater  overall  coping  competency  in  NTD  settings. 

With  regard  to  question  opportunities,  fewer  process  questions 
are  directed  to  students  exhibiting  externally  motivated  (Style  H) 
behaviors  in  TD  settings.  No  other  significant  relationships  exist 
between  behavioral  Styles  and  question  opportunities. 

Table  4.12  shows  that  active  off-task  behaviors  (Style  B) 
occur  slightly  more  often  than  passive  off-task  behaviors  (Styles  C 
and  D)  in  TD  settings  only  (7%  vs.  4%).  Total  off-task  behavior  is 
relatively  low  in  this  class,  accounting  for  approximately  11%  to 
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Mean  Percent  of  Occurrence  and  Variance  for  Behavior  Categories  Grouped  by  Behavioral  Styles  in 
Teacher  Directed  and  Non-Teacher  Directed  Settings  for  Class  2-6 
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15%  of  all  behaviors  exhibited.  Otherwise  the  class  behavior  pro¬ 
file  is  similar  to  those  profiles  previously  described  for  classes 
2-1,  1-3,  and  2-3. 

Summary  and  Discussion 

The  results  of  analysis  in  this  section  show  that  the  re¬ 
lationships  between  students’  classroom  behaviors  and  the  selected 
context,  product  and  teacher  process  (questioning)  variables  are 
complex.  To  illustrate,  there  is  not  a  single  instance  where 
either  a  particular  behavioral  Style  or  the  Overall  Cases  Co¬ 
efficient  significantly  relates  to  one  of  the  specific  variables 
examined  for  all  classes.  The  same  is  true  even  when  the  Styles 
are  grouped  into  off-task  behaviors  (Styles  A  to  D)  and  on-task 
behaviors  (Styles  E  to  H) .  There  are  only  three  occasions  where 
a  specific  Style  is  related  to  a  particular  variable  within  a 
grade  level.  All  three  of  these  relationships  are  positive  and 
involve  self-directed  (Style  G)  behaviors  with  achievement  variables 
— specifically.  Language  Arts  and  Behavior  grades  are  positively 
related  to  Style  G  behaviors  for  grade  six  students  in  TD  settings, 
and  Metropolitan  Achievement  Tests  Total  Reading  scores  are  pos¬ 
itively  related  to  Style  G  behaviors  for  grade  one  students  in  NTD 
settings.  It  is  only  for  Language  Arts  grades  that  relationships 
with  a  particular  Style  or  the  OCC  can  be  found  for  as  many  as  three  ' 
of  the  six  classes  of  students.  In  TD  settings  only.  Language  Arts 
grades  are  positively  related  to  Style  G  behaviors  for  class  1-1 
and  for  both  of  the  grade  six  classes,  and  to  the  OCC  for  one  class 
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at  each  of  the  three  grade  levels  examined.  Finally,  there  are 
several  instances  where  the  direction  of  the  relationship  between 
a  Style  and  one  of  the  other  variables  is  reversed  for  two  classes. 
For  example,  the  relationship  of  MAT  Total  Reading  scores  and 
Language  Arts  grades  to  non-conforming  (Style  B)  behaviors  in  TD 
settings  is  negative  for  class  1-3  but  positive  for  class  2-6. 
Similarly,  the  relationship  between  SES  and  Style  G  behaviors  in 
TD  settings  is  positive  for  class  1-6  but  negative  for  class  2-1. 

In  NTD  settings  the  relationship  between  the  OSAT  interpersonal 
relations  scores  and  aggressive  (Style  A)  behaviors  is  positive 
for  class  1-1  but  negative  for  class  2-3,  while  there  is  a  positive 
relationship  between  MAT  Total  Reading  scores  and  Style  B  behaviors 
for  class  2-3  but  a  negative  relationship  for  class  1-1. 

It  is  obvious  that  simple  generalizations  about  particular 
student  behaviors  in  relation  to  the  context,  product,  or  teacher 
process  variables  examined  in  this  study  cannot  be  made  for  all 
students,  nor  can  many  simple  statements  about  such  relationships 
be  made  within  a  given  grade  level  or  instructional  setting  (i.e., 
TD  or  NTD).  There  are,  however,  some  consistent  patterns  which  do 
emerge  from  the  significant  relationships  found  with  specific  be¬ 
havioral  Styles  as  well  as  with  the  OCC.  Product  variables  are 
generally  positively  related  to  self-directed  (Style  G)  behaviors 
and  overall  coping  behaviors  (OCC),  and  negatively  related  to  non- 
conforming  (Style  B)  behaviors  and  withdrawn  (Style  C)  behaviors, 
in  both  TD  and  NTD  settings.  In  addition,  product  variables  are 
positively  related  to  adult-dependent  (Style  E)  behaviors  exhibited 
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in  TD  settings  only.  All  of  these  relationships  are  in  the  expected 
direction  with  respect  to  the  literature  reviewed  in  Chapter  2. 

Self-directed  (Style  G)  behaviors  are  predominant  in  NTD 
settings  but,  as  might  be  expected,  rarely  occur  in  TD  settings. 
Where  they  do  occur  in  TD  settings,  such  as  working  on  an  assign¬ 
ment  while  the  teacher  is  giving  a  lesson  or  reading  a  story  to  the 
class,  they  are  considered  by  the  teacher  to  be  appropriate  for  that 
situation.  The  consistent  positive  relationships  that  exist  between 
product  variables  and  Style  G  behaviors  in  TD  settings  support  the 
argument  presented  in  Chapter  2  that  infrequent  but  significant  be¬ 
haviors  should  be  considered  separately  in  analyses,  rather  than 
combined  with  similar,  more  frequently  occurring  behaviors.  An 
important  difference  is  that  Style  G  behaviors  are  considered  to  be 
productive,  while  the  argument  presented  in  Chapter  2  was  based  on 
deviant  behaviors  (Forness,  1973). 

It  is  worth  noting  that  the  achievement  product  variables 
account  for  36%  of  the  147  significant  behavior  relationships  found, 
yet  comprise  only  17%  of  the  total  number  of  independent  variables 
examined,  in  the  analyses  conducted  for  this  section  of  the  study. 
Conversely,  teacher  process  (questioning)  variables  represent  only 
4%  of  the  significant  relationships  discovered,  while  they  con¬ 
tribute  12%  to  the  pool  of  independent  variables.  Context  variables 
account  for  11%  of  the  significant  relationships  and  12%  of  the  in¬ 
dependent  variables  used,  while  the  corresponding  figures  for 
attitude  variables  are  49%  and  59%,  respectively.  Thus  it  seems 
that  achievement  will  more  often  predict  students'  classroom 
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behaviors  than  will  knowledge  of  their  SES,  IQ,  or  attitudes  to¬ 
ward  school. 

Research  question  1(a)  addresses  itself  to  the  relationship 
between  SES  and  behaviors.  If,  as  the  literature  suggests,  lower 
SES  students  exhibit  more  off-task  behaviors  than  do  higher  SES 
students,  then  half  of  the  six  significant  correlations  found  with 
this  variable  are  in  the  opposite  direction  to  that  expected.  These 
unexpected  relationships  all  occur  for  students  in  class  2-1.  For 
this  class,  SES  generally  has  a  negative  (ns)  relationship  to  atti¬ 
tude  variables  and  teacher  grades  (see  Table  F  II,  Appendix  F) . 

Two  classes,  1-3  and  1-6,  account  for  the  remaining  SES-behavior 
relationships.  An  examination  of  the  correlation  matrices  for  those 
classes  (Tables  F  III  and  F  V  ,  respectively)  reveals  that  SES  is 
generally  negatively  related  to  attitudes  but  positively  related  to 
teacher  grades  for  class  1-3,  whereas  the  direction  of  these  relation 
ships  is  reversed  for  class  1-6.  All  of  these  relationships  are  non¬ 
significant.  Relationships  between  SES  and  IQ  for  all  three  classes 
are  nonsignificant  and  generally  positive.  These  findings  taken  to¬ 
gether  provide  a  tentative  explanation  for  the  unexpected  direction 
of  relationships  found  between  SES  and  student  behaviors  in  class  2-1 
While  it  is  possible  that  the  differences  found  between  class  2-1  and 
the  other  two  classes  are  due  to  grade  level  differences,  a  more 
plausible  explanation  is  that  low  SES  students  who  are  either  happy 
with  school  or  who  experience  success  in  their  academic  work  will 
generally  display  on-task  behaviors.  However,  low  SES  students  who 
are  less  happy  with  school  and  who  do  not  do  well  academically  are 
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apt  to  display  more  off-task  behaviors  in  class. 

Research  question  1(b)  is  concerned  with  relationships  be¬ 
tween  IQ  and  behaviors.  The  results  pertaining  to  this  question 
are  similar  in  some  respects  to  those  that  were  discussed  for  SES. 

If,  as  the  literature  suggests,  students  of  below  average  intelli¬ 
gence  exhibit  more  off-task  behaviors  than  do  the  more  intelligent 
students,  then  four  of  the  ten  significant  correlations  found  are 
in  the  opposite  direction  to  that  expected.  Unlike  the  situation 
for  SES,  the  unexpected  relationships  do  not  all  occur  within  one 
class.  The  unexpected  positive  relationship  between  IQ  and  non- 
conforming  (Style  B)  behaviors  in  NTD  settings  for  class  2-1  can 
be  explained  by  referring  to  the  correlation  matrix  for  this  class 
(Table  F  II).  The  relationship  between  IQ  and  attitudes  is  gen¬ 
erally  negative  in  this  class,  significantly  so  for  the  general 
school  factor  and  student-instruction  interaction  subscales  of  the 
OSAT  (r's  of  -.459  and  -.464,  respectively;  £  <  .05),  while  the 
relationship  between  IQ  and  teacher  grades  is  nonsignificant. 

Taken  together,  these  results  suggest  that  the  brighter  students 
display  nonconforming  behavior  in  TD  settings  because  the  level  of 
instruction  is  directed  more  toward  the  less  capable  students,  and 
that  such  behaviors  negatively  influence  the  teacher's  assessment 
of  the  bright  students'  achievement. 

Four  of  the  significant  correlations  between  IQ  and  behaviors 
found  in  class  2—6.  Two  of  these  are  in  the  expected  direction, 
that  is,  positive  relationships  with  self -directed  (Style  G)  be¬ 
haviors  in  TD  settings  and  with  the  OCC  in  NTD  settings.  However, 
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IQ  is  negatively  related  to  externally  motivated  (Style  H)  behav¬ 
iors  in  both  TD  and  NTD  settings.  The  correlation  matrix  (Table 
F  VI)  for  this  class  shows  a  significant  negative  relationship  be¬ 
tween  IQ  and  the  WSAT  general  school  factor  (j:  =  -.404,  £  <  .05) 
and  negative  (ns)  relationships  between  IQ  and  attitudes  toward 
school  work,  instruction,  and  the  teacher.  The  relationships  are 
positive  for  attitudes  with  respect  to  academic  self-image  (_r  = 
.562,  £  <  .01)  and  generally  positive  regarding  attitudes  toward 
the  class.  It  seems  that  the  brighter  students  behave  well  when 
allowed  to  work  on  their  own,  but  do  not  respond  well  when  the  tea¬ 
cher  is  instructing.  This  lends  support  to  the  belief  that  some 
students  work  best  when  teacher  directed,  while  other  students 
function  best  when  given  the  opportunity  to  be  self-directed. 

It  is  apparent  that  the  assumption  of  a  direct  relation¬ 
ship  between  student's  IQ  and  classroom  behaviors  is  an  over¬ 
simplification.  Since  IQ  and  achievement  are  significantly 
positively  correlated  in  all  classes  for  which  IQ  and  behaviors 
were  related,  there  is  some  evidence  that  the  IQ— behavior  relation¬ 
ship  is  influenced  by  student  attitudes  toward  school. 

Research  question  1(c)  concerns  the  relationship  between 
attitudes  and  behaviors.  It  may  be  inferred  from  the  preceding 
discussion  that  an  assumption  about  a  direct  relationship  between 
attitudes  and  behaviors  is  too  simplistic.  This  inference  is 
supported  by  the  fact  that  31%  of  the  72  significant  relationships 
found  between  attitudes  and  behaviors  are  in  the  opposite  direction 
to  that  expected  under  the  assumption  of  a  direct  relationship. 
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Some  interesting  patterns  in  the  relationships  are  evident  when  atti¬ 
tudes  are  subdivided  into  broad  categories,  such  as  those  concerned 
with  students'  feelings  toward  one  another  compared  with  those  con¬ 
cerned  with  school  and  instruction.  For  purposes  of  discussion,  the 
former  will  be  referred  to  as  social  interaction  and  will  include 
the  interpersonal  relations  subscale  of  the  School  Attitude  Test  plus 
the  satisfaction,  friction,  competitiveness,  and  cohesiveness  sub¬ 
scales  of  the  MCI.  The  remaining  subscales  in  both  of  these  instru¬ 
ments,  plus  the  two  subscales  of  the  PCAS,  will  be  grouped  together 
and  referred  to  as  school  attitudes. 

When  attitudes  about  social  interaction  are  considered  in 
relation  to  off-task  behaviors  there  are  about  as  many  significant 
indirect  relationships  as  there  are  direct  relationships.  That  is, 
of  the  13  significant  correlations  found  between  these  attitudes 
and  off-task  behaviors,  7  reflect  positive  attitudes  and  6  reflect 
negative  attitudes.  However,  10  of  the  14  relationships  between 
social  interaction  attitudes  and  on-task  behaviors  (including  the 
OCC)  reflect  negative  attitudes  while  only  4  reflect  positive  atti¬ 
tudes.  This  suggests  that  most  elementary  students  who  exhibit 
on-task  behaviors  are  less  peer-oriented  and  perhaps  more  teacher- 
oriented  and/or  achievement— motivated ,  as  indicated  by  the  large 
proportion  of  negative  attitude-positive  behavior  relationships 
that  were  found. 

When  relationships  between  school  attitudes  and  off-task 
behaviors  are  examined  it  is  found  that  all  of  the  19  significant 
correlations  reflect  negative  attitudes.  It  seems  that  those 
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students  who  dislike  the  instructional  and  institutional  aspects  of 
school  manifest  their  dissatisfaction  by  misbehaving  in  class.  Sim¬ 
ilarly,  20  (77%)  of  the  26  significant  correlations  between  school 
attitudes  and  on-task  behaviors  (including  the  OCC)  reflect  positive 
attitudes.  Three  of  the  negative  relationships  occur  with  the  diffi¬ 
culty  subscale  of  the  MCI,  indicating  that  some  students  who  find 
school  work  difficult  respond  appropriately  to  the  challenge.  Taken 
together,  these  results  seem  to  support  the  existence  of  a  direct 
relationship  between  school  attitudes  and  classroom  behavior.  Fur¬ 
ther,  it  appears  that  students'  attitudes  toward  school,  instruction, 
and  teachers  are  more  predictive  of  classroom  behaviors  than  are  atti¬ 
tudes  dealing  with  the  students'  social  interaction. 

The  relationship  between  student  achievement  and  classroom 
behaviors  is  the  focus  of  research  question  1(d).  It  is  here  that 
the  greatest  stability  in  relationships  between  independent  variables 
and  classroom  behaviors  is  found.  A  description  of  the  consistent 
relationships  found  between  achievement  variables  and  both  the  OCC 
and  particular  behavior  Styles  was  presented  earlier  in  this  section. 
Similar  results  are  evident  when  on-task  and  off-task  groups  of  be¬ 
havior  Styles  are  examined.  To  illustrate,  if  it  is  assumed  that 
there  is  a  direct  relationship  between  achievement  and  classroom  be¬ 
havior,  then  12  of  the  16  relationships  found  for  off-task  behaviors 
are  in  the  expected  direction.  Three  of  the  four  "unexpected" 
relationships  are  found  in  class  2-6.  This  class  comprised  the  20 
highest  achievers  and  the  6  lowest  achievers  in  the  school's  pop¬ 
ulation  of  grade  six  students  as  identified  by  the  September  MAT 
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results.  While  their  teacher  considered  most  of  these  students  as 
very  bright  and  the  class  to  be  cohesive,  it  was  identified  by  their 
teachers  as  the  most  difficult  class  in  the  school  to  handle.  This 
is  also  the  class  identified  earlier  in  the  discussion  as  one  having 
positive  social  attitudes,  negative  school  attitudes,  and  more  on- 
task  behaviors  in  NTD  settings.  Taken  together  the  results  suggest 
that  these  students  achieved  well  in  school  but  were  characterized 
by  off-task  behaviors  related  to  teacher  directed  instructional 
settings . 

Similar  stability  of  achievement-behavior  relationships  is 
found  with  on-task  behaviors,  where  18  of  the  21  significant  cor¬ 
relations  found  are  in  the  expected  direction.  Again,  one  of  these 
exceptions  occurred  in  class  2-6.  The  other  exception  occurred  in 
class  1-1  where  externally  motivated  (Style  H)  behaviors  are  neg¬ 
atively  related  to  achievement.  A  possible  explanation  for  this 
finding  was  given  earlier  in  terms  of  qualitative  differences  in 
attentive  behavior  for  this  class. 

One  final  observation  to  be  made  is  that  there  is  some 
evidence  to  support  the  claim  that  teachers  are  influenced  by  stu¬ 
dents'  general  classroom  behavior  when  grading  students'  achieve¬ 
ment.  There  are  21  significant  correlations  between  behavior  Styles 
and ■ grades  given  for  Language  Arts  and  Social  Studies,  but  only  16 
for  achievement  measures  obtained  with  standardized  tests  (i.e. ,  the 
MAT  and  SAT).  If  it  is  assumed  that  off-task  behaviors  (Styles  A  to 
D)  will  correlate  negatively  with  achievement,  and  on-task  behaviors 
(Styles  E  to  H  plus  the  OCC)  will  correlate  positively  with  achievement, 
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then  three  "unexpected"  correlations  occur  for  both  grades  and  stand¬ 
ard  scores,  and  in  both  cases  two  of  the  three  unexpected  correlations 
occur  with  off-task  Styles.  In  both  cases,  eight  significant  cor¬ 
relations  occur  with  off-task  Styles.  If  the  direction  of  all  (98) 
behavior-achievement  correlations  for  each  type  of  achievement  score 
is  examined,  73  are  in  the  expected  direction  for  teacher  grades  while 
only  64  are  in  the  expected  direction  for  standard  scores.  It  should 
be  noted,  however,  that  the  teacher  grades  used  in  these  analyses  are 
a  combination  of  grades  given  for  both  achievement  and  effort,  rather 
than  just  for  achievement  alone. 

Research  question  1(e)  concerns  the  relationship  between  stu¬ 
dents'  observed  classroom  behaviors  and  teacher  grades  given  for  their 
working  skills  and  participation  in  class.  It  is  here  that  the  great¬ 
est  stability  of  relationships  with  behaviors  occurs.  Of  the  81  cor¬ 
relations  reported  for  Styles  and  behavior  grades,  more  than  25%  (i.e., 
22)  are  significant  and  all  but  4  are  in  the  expected  direction. 

Three  of  the  four  exceptions  occur  in  NTD  settings  with  behavior  Styles 
which  are  typically  considered  more  appropriate  for  TD  settings  (i.e.. 
Styles  E  and  H) . 

In  examining  the  "unexpected"  direction  of  all  of  the  behavior 
Style-achievement  correlations  it  is  found  that  most  of  the  exceptions 
occur  with  on-task  Styles  (E  to  H) .  For  example,  approximately  70%  of 
the  "unexpected"  direction  of  correlations  with  teacher  grades  for 
achievement  and  behavior  occur  with  Styles  E  to  H  (21  of  31  for  achieve 
ment  grades  and  13  of  18  for  Behavior  grades),  while  only  slightly  more 
than  half  (22  of  40)  occur  with  these  Styles  and  standard  test  scores. 
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In  TD  settings,  where  23  of  these  on-task  Style  exceptions  occur, 
Style  F  (social,  productive)  behaviors  account  for  12  of  the  ex¬ 
ceptions  and  Style  II  (passive  on-task)  behaviors  account  for  another 
9  exceptions.  In  NTD  settings,  where  33  such  exceptions  occur.  Style 
E  (adult-oriented,  attentive)  behaviors  account  for  10  of  the  ex¬ 
ceptions  and  Style  H  behaviors  account  for  12  of  the  exceptions.  It 
appears,  then,  that  simply  valuing  on-task  behaviors  as  appropriate 
or  desirable,  as  has  been  the  case  in  many  research  studies,  is  too 
simplistic  an  approach.  These  results  suggest  that  on-task  behaviors 
must  be  more  carefully  viewed  in  light  of  the  type  of  instructional 
setting  in  which  they  occur.  This  suggestion  is  supported  by  the 
findings  cited  in  this  discussion  for  both  teacher  grades  and  stand¬ 
ard  test  scores. 

Research  question  2  concerns  the  relationship  between  teacher 
afforded  opportunities  given  to  students  to  answer  questions  in  class 
and  student  behaviors.  Few  significant  relationships  were  found  and 
there  is  nothing  in  their  pattern  to  suggest  that  the  teacher  res¬ 
ponds  to  students  differentially  on  the  basis  of  their  classroom  be¬ 
havior.  It  appears  that  teachers  do  not  use  questions  about  the  sub¬ 
ject  matter  as  a  device  to  control  off-task  behavior.  If,  as  the 
studies  reviewed  in  Chapter  2  suggest,  teachers  interact  more  fre¬ 
quently  with  misbehaving  students,  the  nature  of  the  interaction  is 
probably  managerial. 
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DIFFERENCES  BETWEEN  MALES  AND  FEMALES  IN  CLASSROOM  BEHAVIOR 

Analysis  of  variance  for  differences  between  independent 
samples  was  conducted  using  the  ANOVIO  computer  program.  This  pro¬ 
gram  provided  the  Welch  approximation  of  _t-ratios  for  those  vari¬ 
ables  of  unequal  variance.  All  probabilities  reported  in  the  tables 
which  follow  are  for  two-tailed  tests  of  significance,  and  all  diff¬ 
erences  whose  probability  of  occurrence  by  chance  is  <  .05  were  con¬ 
sidered  to  be  statistically  significant.  The  context  variables  IQ 
and  SES  were  included  in  the  analyses  and  no  significant  differences 
between  males  and  females  were  found  with  respect  to  either  of  these 
variables.  The  means  for  behavioral  Style  visibility  coefficients 
are  presented  in  the  tables  which  follow.  A  coefficient  1.00  or 
more  is  considered  to  indicate  a  dominant  Style.  Results  are  pre¬ 
sented  by  class,  with  the  corresponding  table  numbers  in  paren¬ 
theses  . 

Class  1-1  (Table  4.13) 

No  significant  differences  exist  between  boys  and  girls  with 
respect  to  their  classroom  behaviors  in  either  TD  or  NTD  settings. 
There  are  no  consistent  differences  with  relationship  to  the  fre¬ 
quency  of  on-task  or  off— task  behaviors,  nor  in  the  variances  which 
Qj-g  significantly  different  for  particular  Styles,  which  would  pro 
vide  circumstantial  evidence  for  sex— linked  classroom  behavior 
patterns.  Visible  Styles  for  both  boys  and  girls  are  E  and  H  in 
TD  settings  and  G  in  NTD  settings. 
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Table  4.13 


Means,  Standard  Deviations,  and  Probabilities  of  Mean  Differences  of 
Behavior  Styles  in  Teacher  Directed  and  Non-Teacher  Directed 
Settings  for  Males  and  Females  in  Class  1-1 


Setting 

Style 

Males 

X  SD 

Females 

X  SD 

t 

TD 

(n  = 

11) 

( n  = 

12) 

A 

0.18 

0.33 

0.04 

0.07 

1.46 

(£= 

•  17)‘ 

B 

0.26 

0.17 

0.24 

0.15 

0.36 

(£= 

•  72) 

C 

0.20 

0.30 

0.29 

0.26 

<N 

oo 

• 

o 

1 

(?= 

.42) 

D 

0.36 

0.32 

0.23 

0.12 

1.29 

(£= 

.22  y 

E 

1.75 

0.72 

1.79 

0.82 

-0.11 

(£= 

.91) 

F 

0.02 

0.03 

0.04 

0.03 

-1.26 

(£= 

.22) 

G 

0.04 

0.07 

0.02 

0.03 

0.62 

(£= 

.54)' 

H 

1.59 

0.46 

1.71 

0.48 

-0.59 

(£= 

.56) 

OCC 

5.37 

0.40 

5.49 

0.45 

-0.71 

(£= 

.48) 

NTD 

(n  = 

14) 

( n  = 

13) 

A 

0.13 

0.20 

0.12 

0.14 

0.16 

(£= 

.88) 

B 

0.20 

0.13 

0.13 

0.13 

1.14 

(£= 

.28) 

C 

0.28 

0.29 

0.21 

0.18 

0.75 

(£= 

.46) 

D 

0.58 

0.29 

0.51 

0.29 

0.59 

(£= 

.56) 

E 

0.26 

0.13 

0.27 

0.14 

-0.22 

(£= 

.82) 

F 

0.18 

0.10 

0.23 

0.10 

-1.17 

(£= 

.25) 

G 

1.92 

0.30 

1.97 

0.29 

-0.41 

(£= 

.69) 

H 

0.17 

0.11 

0.18 

0.14 

-0.23 

(£= 

.82) 

• 

OCC 

6.80 

0.58 

6.98 

0.40 

-0.92 

(£= 

.36) 

a  t  values  and  probabilities  are  adjusted  for  unequal  variance. 
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Class  2-1  (Table  4.14) 


Girls  exhibit  more  withdrawn  (Style  C)  behaviors  in  TD  set¬ 
tings  than  do  boys  but  the  reverse  situation  is  true  in  NTD  set¬ 
tings.  The  mean  Style  C  coefficient  approaches  visibility  (0.98) 
for  boys  in  TD  settings.  Girls  display  fewer  non-conforming  (Style 
B)  behaviors  and  greater  overall  coping  competency  than  do  boys  in 
NTD  settings.  These  results  suggest  that  NTD  settings  may  be  more 
appropriate  than  TD  settings  for  girls  in  this  class  for  on-task 
classroom  behavior.  This  observation  is  tentatively  supported  by 
the  fact  that  girls  exhibit  more  (ns,  £  =  .07)  self-directed  (Style 
G)  behaviors  than  do  boys  in  NTD  settings,  and  such  behaviors  were 
found  to  be  significantly  related  to  achievement  for  this  class  in 
the  previous  analysis.  As  with  class  1-1,  visible  Styles  for  both 
boys  and  girls  are  E  and  H  in  TD  settings  and  G  in  NTD  settings. 

Class  1-3  (Table  4.15) 

Significant  behavioral  differences  between  boys  and  girls 
occur  in  TD  settings  only.  Boys  exhibit  more  non-conforming,  peer- 
oriented  (Style  B)  behaviors  than  do  girls.  Boys  attain  a  visible 
coefficient  (1.00)  for  Style  C  (withdrawn)  behaviors  although  the 
mean  difference  between  boys  and  girls  is  nonsignificant  (£  —  .08). 
Unlike  the  situation  for  the  two  grade  one  classes.  Style  E  is  not 
visible  in  TD  settings  for  boys  or  girls,  although  it  approaches  diag¬ 
nostic  significance  for  girls  (0.99).  Style  H  is  visible  in  TD  set¬ 
tings  for  both  boys  and  girls,  as  is  Style  G  in  NTD  settings.  Girls 
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Table  4.14 

Means,  Standard  Deviations,  and  Probabilities  of  Mean  Differences  of 
Behavior  Styles  in  Teacher  Directed  and  Non-Teacher  Directed 
Settings  for  Males  and  Females  in  Class  2-1 


Setting 

Style 

Males 

X  SD 

Females 

X  SD 

t 

TD 

(n  = 

ID 

(n  = 

10) 

A 

0.07 

0.11 

0.07 

0.14 

0.02 

(£=.98) 

B 

0.35 

0.19 

0.37 

0.19 

-0.19 

(£=•85) 

C 

0.42 

0.38 

0.76 

0.36 

-2.09 

(£=.05) 

D 

0.50 

0.35 

0.42 

0.25 

0.58 

(£=.57) 

E 

1.53 

0.63 

1.99 

0.53 

-1.80 

(£=.09) 

F 

0.09 

0.09 

0.08 

0.07 

0.47 

(£=.65) 

G 

0.03 

0.03 

0.03 

0.04 

-0.12 

(£=•90) 

H 

1.50 

0.45 

1.19 

0.36 

1.74 

(£=.10) 

OCC 

5.17 

0.50 

5.31 

0.36 

-0.75 

(£=.46) 

NTD 

(n  = 

13) 

(n  = 

15) 

A 

0.06 

0.09 

0.02 

0.06 

1.38 

(£=.18) 

B 

0.23 

0.17 

0.12 

0.08 

2.22 

(£=.04)' 

C 

0.98 

1.07 

0.12 

0.14 

2.86 

(£=•01)' 

D 

0.62 

0.45 

0.38 

0.24 

1.82 

(£=.08) 

E 

0.21 

0.24 

0.20 

0.18 

0.20 

(£=.84) 

F 

0.10 

0.11 

0.12 

0.12 

-0.40 

(£=.69) 

G 

1.19 

0.50 

2.19 

0.36 

-1.90 

(£=.07) 

H 

0.15 

0.14 

0.19 

0.22 

-0.62 

(£=.54) 

OCC 

6.48 

0.98 

7.18 

0.47 

-2.38 

(£=.03)' 

a  t  values  and  probabilities  are  adjusted  for  unequal  variance. 


. 


Table  4.15 


Means,  Standard  Deviations,  and  Probabilities  of  Mean  Differences  of 
Behavior  Styles  in  Teacher  Directed  and  Non-Teacher  Directed 
Settings  for  Males  and  Females  in  Class  1-3 


Setting 

Style 

Males 

X  SD 

Females 

X  SD 

t 

TD 

(n  = 

13) 

(n  = 

13) 

A 

0.13 

0.20 

0.09 

0.20 

0.43 

(£=.67) 

B 

0.27 

0.17 

0.12 

0.09 

2.83 

(£=.01) 

C 

1.00 

0.87 

0.49 

0.45 

1.88 

(£=.08)" 

D 

0.48 

0.25 

0.44 

0.30 

0.32 

(£=.75) 

E 

0.77 

0.41 

0.99 

0.44 

-1.28 

(£=.21) 

F 

0.01 

0.02 

0.00 

0.01 

0.60 

(£=.56) 

G 

0.05 

0.05 

0.07 

0.08 

-0.95 

(£=.35) 

H 

2.03 

0.27 

2.10 

0.16 

-0.80 

(£=.43) 

OCC 

4.74 

0.45 

5.04 

0.41 

-1.82 

00 

o 

II* 

& 

NTD 

(n  = 

ID 

(n  = 

10) 

A 

0.20 

0.30 

0.22 

0.23 

-0.24 

(£=.81) 

B 

0.15 

0.14 

0.12 

0.09 

0.65 

(£=.52) 

C 

0.23 

0.30 

0.19 

0.23 

0.33 

(£=.74) 

D 

0.33 

0.30 

0.39 

0.32 

-0.45 

(£=.66) 

E 

0.28 

0.22 

0.26 

0.08 

0.33 

(£=.75); 

F 

0.88 

0.37 

1.06 

0.28 

-1.26 

(£=.22) 

G 

1.73 

0.30 

1.66 

0.24 

0.58 

(£=.57) 

H 

0.13 

0.12 

0.10 

0.07 

0.76 

(£=.46) 

* 

OCC 

7.47 

0.48 

7.56 

0.57 

-0.37 

(£=.72) 

a  t  values  and  probabilities  are  adjusted  for  unequal  variance. 
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are  also  characterized  by  social,  productive  (Style  F)  behaviors  in 
NTD  settings,  although  the  mean  difference  between  boys  and  girls 
with  respect  to  these  behaviors  is  non-significant.  Students  appear 
to  work  together  in  NTD  settings  more  often  than  was  the  case  for 
grade  one  classes. 

Class  2-3  (Table  4.16) 

Boys  engage  in  more  nonconforming  (Style  B)  behaviors  in 
both  TD  and  NTD  settings  than  do  girls.  Boys  also  display  less  over¬ 
all  coping  competency  than  do  girls  in  TD  settings.  Although  other 
differences  are  non-significant  it  can  be  seen  that  the  means  are 
higher  for  boys  on  all  remaining  off-task  Styles  and  lower  on  all  on- 
task  Styles  than  they  are  for  girls  in  TD  settings  only.  Style  H  is 
visible  for  both  boys  and  girls  in  TD  settings  but,  as  with  class  1-3, 
Style  E  is  not  visible.  In  NTD  settings  the  dominant  Style  is  G  for 

both  sexes. 

Class  1-6  (Table  A. 17) 

Data  for  this  class  are  available  for  TD  settings  only.  The 
only  significant  difference  between  the  behaviors  of  boys  and  girls 
occurs  with  Style  C,  where  girls  are  more  withdrawn  than  are  boys. 
Visible  Styles  for  both  boys  and  girls  are  E  and  H. 

Class  2-6  (Table  4.18) 

Girls  exhibit  more  peer-oriented,  non-conforming  (Style  D) 
behaviors  in  TD  settings  than  do  boys,  while  boys  exhibit  more  self- 
directed  (Style  G)  behaviors  than  do  girls  in  TD  settings.  There 
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Table  4.16 


Means,  Standard  Deviations,  and  Probabilities  of  Mean  Differences  of 
Behavior  Styles  in  Teacher  Directed  and  Non-Teacher  Directed 
Settings  for  Males  and  Females  in  Class  2-3 


Setting 

Style 

Males 

X  SD 

Females 

X  SD 

t 

TD 

(n  = 

10) 

(n  = 

18) 

A 

0.13 

0.18 

0.03 

0.07 

1.66 

(g=.13)a 

B 

0.73 

0.14 

0.50 

0.26 

3.10 

nj 

O 

O 

n* 

& 

C 

0.51 

0.46 

0.44 

0.41 

0.41 

(£=.68) 

D 

0.59 

0.26 

0.52 

0.25 

0.72 

(£=.48) 

E 

0.57 

0.27 

0.63 

0.32 

-0.49 

(£=.62) 

F 

0.00 

0.01 

0.02 

,  0.02 

-1.53 

(£=.14)a 

G 

0.06 

0.05 

0.09 

0.10 

-1.10 

(£=• 28)a 

H 

1.76 

0.17 

1.95 

0.28 

-1.93 

(£=.06) 

OCC 

4.48 

0.21 

4.72 

0.38 

-2.22 

(£= . 03 ) 3 

NTD 

( n  = 

ID 

(n  = 

19) 

A 

0.12 

0.17 

0.13 

0.18 

-0.21 

(£=.83) 

B 

0.75 

0.28 

0.53 

0.23 

2.31 

(£=.03) 

C 

0.64 

0.53 

0.37 

0.30 

1.55 

(p=.14)a 

D 

0.60 

0.27 

0.72 

0.41 

-0.85 

(£=.40) 

E 

0.27 

0.24 

0.18 

0.14 

1.23 

(£=. 24)a 

F 

0.32 

0.34 

0.39 

0.29 

-0.58 

(£=.57) 

G 

1.41 

0.31 

1.57 

0.28 

-1.49 

(£=.15) 

H 

0.15 

0.11 

0.12 

0.10 

0.59 

(£=.56) 

• 

OCC 

6.04 

0.82 

6.34 

0.62 

-1.15 

(£=.26) 

a  t  values  and  probabilities  are  adjusted  for  unequal  variance. 
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Table  4.17 


Means,  Standard  Deviations,  and  Probabilities  of  Mean  Differences  of 
Behavior  Styles  in  Teacher  Directed  Settings  for  Males  and  Females 

in  Class  1-6 


Setting 

Style 

Males 

X 

(£=12) 

SD 

Females 

X 

(n-13) 

SD 

t 

TD 

A 

0.02 

0.05 

0.05 

0.14 

o 

• 

O 

1 

(p= .  4  9 ) a 

B 

0.63 

0.28 

0.66 

0.31 

-0.27 

fo 

n 

• 

> / 

C 

0.49 

0.28 

0.91 

0.53 

-2.50 

(£=. 02)a 

D 

0.27 

0.08 

0.34 

0.16 

-1.42 

(£=.17)a 

E 

1.59 

0.30 

1.53 

0.47 

0.42 

(£=.68) 

F 

0.00 

0.01 

0.01 

0.01 

-1.34 

(£=.19) 

G 

0.02 

0.02 

0.04 

0.04 

-1.16 

(£=.26) 

H 

1.45 

0.33 

1.32 

0.28 

1.03 

(£=•32) 

OCC 

5.09 

0.22 

4.94 

0.47 

1.02 

(£=.32) 

a  t  values  and  probabilities  are  adjusted  for  unequal  variance. 


Table  A. 18 


Means,  Standard  Deviations,  and  Probabilities  of  Mean  Differences  of 
Behavior  Styles  in  Teacher  Directed  and  Non-Teacher  Directed 
Settings  for  Males  and  Females  in  Class  2-6 


Setting 

Style 

Males 

X  SD 

Females 

X  SD 

t 

TD 

(n  = 

15) 

(n  = 

5) 

A 

0.02 

0.06 

0.0A 

0.08 

-0.37 

(p = .72) 

B 

0.35 

0.32 

0.1A 

0.13 

1.  A0 

(p= . 18 ) 

C 

0.2A 

0.35 

0.  A3 

0.38 

-1.01 

(£=.33) 

D 

0.12 

0.06 

0.2A 

0.15 

-2.58 

(  p= .02) 

E 

1.76 

0.A8 

2.16 

0.57 

-1.5A 

(p=.lA) 

F 

0.02 

0.0A 

0.01 

0.02 

0.75 

(£=. A6) 

G 

0.18 

0.15 

0.07 

0.0A 

2.32 

(£=.03)* 

H 

1.52 

0.  A0 

l.AA 

0.27 

0.A1 

(£=.69) 

OCC 

5.62 

0.31 

5.65 

0.37 

-0.22 

(£=.83) 

NTD 

(n  = 

18) 

(n  = 

6) 

A 

0.0A 

— 

— 

— 

B 

0.27 

0.18 

0.18 

0.13 

1.20 

(£=.2A) 

C 

0.20 

0.16 

0.19 

0.2A 

0.07 

(£=.9A) 

D 

0.26 

0.1A 

0.3A 

0.30 

-0.88 

(£=.39) 

E 

0.32 

0.15 

0.26 

0.13 

0.81 

(£=.42) 

F 

0.A2 

0.37 

0.A6 

0.60 

-0.19 

(£=.85) 

G 

1.9A 

0.27 

1.87 

0.3A 

0.5A 

(£=•59) 

• 

H 

0.13 

0.1A 

0.26 

0.1A 

-1.9A 

(£=.06) 

OCC 

7.26 

0.A8 

7.20 

0.6A 

0.2A 

(£=.81) 

a  t  values  and  probabilities  are  adjusted  for  unequal  variance. 
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are  no  significant  differences  in  NTD  settings,  although  girls  dis¬ 
play  more  other-directed  (Style  H)  behaviors  than  do  boys  (£  =  .06). 
The  visible  Styles  for  both  boys  and  girls  are  E  and  H  in  TD  set¬ 
tings,  and  G  in  NTD  settings. 

Summary  and  Discussion 

It  is  obvious  that  there  are  no  consistent  differences  for 
all  classes  between  behaviors  of  boys  and  girls  with  respect  to  any 
one  Style  or  to  the  OCC,  even  if  the  class  for  whom  no  significant 
differences  are  found  is  excluded  from  consideration.  The  most  con¬ 
sistent  finding  is  that  in  three  of  the  classes  boys  display  more 
peer— oriented ,  non— conforming  (Style  B)  behaviors  than  do  girls. 
However,  the  mean  coefficient  for  Style  B  does  not  attain  visibility 
(i. e. ,  a  coefficient  of  1.00)  for  boys  in  any  class.  Where  girls  ex¬ 
hibit  more  off-task  behaviors  than  do  boys  (classes  2-1,  1-6,  and 
2-6),  the  nature  of  the  behavior  is  passive  (Styles  C  and  D)  rather 
than  active  (Styles  A  and  B) .  None  of  the  behavioral  differences 
found  between  boys  and  girls  is  specific  to  grade  level  or  setting. 

The  results  lend  some  support  to  the  studies  reviewed  in 
Chapter  2  which  found  that  when  behavioral  differences  between  boys 
and  girls  do  occur,  boys  tend  to  display  more  active  types  of  off 
task  behaviors  than  do  girls.  However,  there  is  no  evidence  in  the 
results  of  this  study  which  supports  the  finding  in  other  investi¬ 
gations  that  girls  are  more  attentive  to  instruction  than  are  boys. 

There  is  substantial  stability  in  the  visibility  of  some 
Styles  across  all  classes  for  both  sexes.  For  example,  Style  H 
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(other-directed,  task  oriented)  behavior  is  characteristic  of  TD 
settings,  while  Style  G  (inner-directed ,  task  oriented)  behavior  is 
dominant  in  NTD  settings.  In  addition.  Style  E  (adult-dependent, 
compliant,  attentive)  behavior  is  visible  in  grade  one  and  grade 
six  classes,  and  approaches  visibility  for  both  boys  and  girls  in 
class  1-3  (coefficients  of  .77  and  .99,  respectively).  Among  off- 
task  behaviors,  only  Style  C  reaches  or  approaches  visibility.  Taken 
together  these  results  support  those  of  other  studies  which  show  that 
most  classroom  behavior  of  students  is  on-task,  and  that  when  off- 
task  behaviors  do  occur  they  are  more  passive  than  active  in  nature. 
However,  the  small  standard  deviations  for  the  predominant  Styles 
found  in  this  study  suggest  that  when  students  are  observed  late  in 
the  school  year,  as  is  the  case  here,  their  behaviors  appear  to  most 
closely  approximate  behavioral  norms  fostered  by  the  process  of 
schooling.  If  this  is  so,  then  the  number  of  significant  differences 
and  correlations  found  in  this  study  may  be  smaller  than  those  re¬ 
ported  in  other  studies  which  observed  students  at  earlier  times  in 
the  school  year. 

BEHAVIORAL  DIFFERENCES  AMONG  HIGH-,  MIDDLE-,  AND  LOW-SCORING 
STUDENTS  ON  ATTITUDE  AND  ACHIEVEMENT  MEASURES 

The  analyses  in  this  section  were  conducted  to  determine  if 
other  than  straight-line  relationships  exist  between  classroom  be¬ 
haviors  and  selected  product  variables  (see  research  question  4). 
One-way  analysis  of  variance  for  fixed  effects  and  unequal  group 
sizes  was  conducted  using  the  AN0V15  program.  This  program  provided 
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probabilities  for  differences  between  group  means  using  the  Scheffe 
Test.  An  a  =.05  was  chosen  as  the  significance  level  for  interpreting 
statistical  differences  reported  in  the  following  results. 

It  was  assumed  that  the  standards  used  by  teachers  in  grading 
the  achievement  of  students  would  vary  from  teacher  to  teacher;  con¬ 
sequently,  results  are  presented  separately  for  each  class  when  grades 
are  used  as  the  independent  variable.  For  standard  measures  such  as 
the  MAT  Total  Reading  Test  and  the  attitude  scales,  students  were 
grouped  across  all  classes  according  to  scores  obtained.  However, 
class  1-6  was  excluded  from  consideration  for  NTD  settings  because 
of  insufficient  behavioral  data. 

The  attitude  variables  chosen  for  investigation  are  the 
satisfaction  subscale  of  the  MCI  and  the  student-instruction  inter¬ 
action  subscale  of  the  School  Attitude  Test.  The  former  is  con¬ 
cerned  with  the  student's  attitudes  toward  his  classmates  while  the 
latter  assesses  the  student's  attitudes  toward  instruction  and  tea¬ 
chers.  These  two  attitude  variables  are  non-signif icantly  related 
in  all  classes. 

Behavioral  Differences:  Language  Arts  Grades 

Class  1-1.  Table  4.19  shows  that  there  are  significant  diff¬ 
erences  among  groups  of  achievers  with  respect  to  Styles  E,  F,  and  G, 
and  the  Overall  Cases  Coefficient  (OCC)  in  TD  settings,  and  Style  G 
and  the  OCC  in  NTD  settings.  It  has  been  shown  previously  that  all 
of  these  behaviors  except  Style  F  were  significantly  related  to 
achievement.  An  examination  of  the  probabilities  (not  shown)  for 
significant  differences  between  groups  with  respect  to  these 
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Table  4.19 

Means,  Standard  Deviations,  and  Probabilities  of  Overall  Mean  Diff¬ 
erences  in  Behavior  Styles  in  Teacher  Directed  and  Non-Teacher 
Directed  Settings  for  Class  1-1  Students  Grouped  by  Language 

Arts  Grades 


Set¬ 

ting 

Style 

Achievement 

Groups 

F  ratio 

High 

X  SD 

Middle 

X  SD 

Low 

X  SD 

TD 

(n  = 

5) 

( n  = 

6) 

(n  = 

8) 

A 

0.07 

0.11 

— 

— 

0.23 

0.44 

0.58 

(£=.46) 

B 

0.20 

0.14 

0.42 

0.21 

0.22 

0.14 

3.25 

(£=.06) 

C 

0.17 

0.30 

0.34 

0.32 

0.23 

0.23 

0.52 

(£=.60) 

D 

0.26 

0.21 

0.24 

0.07 

0.25 

0.12 

0.05 

(£=.95) 

E 

2.78 

0.55 

1.24 

0.55 

1.50 

0.63 

10.69 

(£=.00) 

F 

0.01 

0.02 

0.06 

0.02 

0.03 

0.04 

4.43 

/— s 

ii 

• 

o 

u> 

V _ ' 

G 

0.06 

0.08 

0.06 

0.05 

0.00 

0.01 

3.12 

(£=.07) 

H 

1.02 

0.32 

1.83 

0.36 

1.89 

0.48 

7.83 

(£=.00) 

OCC 

5.90 

0.31 

5.21 

0.33 

5.32 

0.24 

9.08 

(£=.00) 

NTD 

(n  = 

6) 

(n  = 

8) 

(n  = 

13) 

A 

0.11 

0.13 

0.06 

0.09 

0.15 

0.23 

0.55 

(£=.58) 

B 

0.14 

0.05 

0.13 

0.14 

0.23 

0.17 

1.53 

(£=.24) 

C 

0.27 

0.25 

0.22 

0.12 

0.28 

0.31 

0.15 

(£=.86) 

D 

0.44 

0.26 

0.46 

0.21 

0.70 

0.31 

2.94 

(£=.07) 

E 

0.24 

0.11 

0.18 

0.05 

0.31 

0.15 

2.89 

(£=.08) 

F 

0.20 

0.11 

0.17 

0.10 

0.16 

0.10 

0.44 

(£=.65) 

G 

2.11 

0.19 

2.11 

0.17 

1.77 

0.34 

5.10 

(£=.01) 

H 

0.10 

0.08 

0.18 

0.07 

0.23 

0.17 

1.75 

(£=.20) 

OCC 

7.12 

i  ...  — — — — 

0.36 

7.08 

0.29 

6.54 

0.56 

5.09 

(£=•01) 
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achievement-related  behaviors  reveals  that  such  differences  occurred 
only  for  the  visible  Styles  and  the  OCC.  These  differences  are  in 
the  expected  direction  but  the  relationship  between  the  high,  middle, 
and  low  groups  changes  across  instructional  settings.  To  illustrate, 
the  middle  and  low  achievers  exhibit  similar  behaviors  in  TD  settings 
(Styles  E  and  H,  and  the  OCC),  and  significant  differences  then  occur 
between  high  achievers  and  each  of  the  middle  and  low  groups.  High 
achievers  exhibit  more  adult-dependent  (Style  E)  behaviors  and  over¬ 
all  coping  competency  than  do  low  achievers  and  both  of  these  types  of 
behaviors  were  previously  found  to  be  positively  related  to  achieve¬ 
ment.  The  behavior-achievement  relationship  for  both  Style  E  and  the 
OCC,  therefore,  is  approximately  J-shaped  (i.e.,^).  For  other- 
directed,  task  oriented  (Style  H)  behaviors,  which  were  previously 
found  to  be  negatively  related  to  achievement,  the  distribution 
approximates  an  inverted  L  (i.e.,"^). 

With  respect  to  visible  self-directed  (Style  G)  behaviors  and 
overall  coping  behaviors  (OCC)  in  NTD  settings,  the  high  and  middle 
achievers  are  similar.  High  and  middle  achievers  exhibit  more  Style 
G  and  OCC  behaviors  than  do  low  achievers  in  NTD  settings.  The  dis¬ 
tribution  of  these  behavior-achievement  relationships  approximates 
an  inverted  J  (i.e.,/^ ).  This  suggests  three  things.  First,  high 
achievers  are  characterized  by  more  on-task  and  fewer  off-task  be¬ 
haviors  than  are  low  achievers.  Second,  the  average  achievers  have 
more  difficulty  coping  with  teacher-directed  instruction  since  it  is 
here  that  their  behaviors  are  more  like  those  of  low  achievers. 

Third,  the  behavior-achievement  relationship  with  respect  to  dominant 
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Styles  appears  to  be  curvilinear,  not  simply  linear. 

Table  4.20  shows  that  high  and  low  achieving  students  gen¬ 
erally  differ  with  respect  to  negative  and  positive  behaviors,  al¬ 
though  Styles  F  and  G  are  practically  nonexistent  in  TD  settings. 
Also,  all  students  exhibiting  visible  negative  achievement-related 
Styles  A  to  D  are  low  achievers  (i.e.,  students  9,  11,  and  17). 
However,  the  distinction  between  high  and  low  achieving  students 
cannot  be  simply  made  with  respect  to  positive  and  negative  be¬ 
haviors.  For  example,  the  behavior  profile  of  student  7  in  the  low 
group  is  similar  to  that  of  student  1  in  the  high  group.  Both  are 
females  of  average  intelligence  and  SES  background.  The  low  achiever 
shows  slightly  more  on-task  behaviors  and  slightly  fewer  off-task  be¬ 
haviors  than  does  the  high  achiever.  In  this  instance  sex,  IQ,  and 
SES  are  better  predictors  of  behaviors  than  is  achievement.  Other 
comparisons  made  within  achievement  groups  show  the  unimportance  of 
differences  in  sex  (e.g.,  students  1  and  3),  SES  (e.g.,  students  3 
and  5)  or  IQ  (e.g.,  students  15  and  19)  in  predicting  behaviors. 

The  point  is  that,  while  relationships  found  by  using  group  sta¬ 
tistical  procedures  can  provide  general  guidelines  for  instruction, 
the  teacher  who  is  concerned  with  meeting  the  individual  needs  of 
students  should  observe  such  guidelines  with  caution. 

Class  2-1.  Table  4.21  shows  that  the  only  difference  among 
achievement  groups  occurs  with  Style  B  in  TD  settings.  No  signifi¬ 
cant  relationships  were  found  earlier  between  behaviors  and  achieve¬ 
ment.  An  examination  of  differences  between  groups  reveals  that  low 
achievers  exhibit  significantly  more  peer-oriented,  nonconforming 
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Selected  Characteristics  and  Behavior  Style  Visibility  Coefficients  of  High  and  Low  Language  Arts  Achievers  in  Class  1-1 
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Note.  Mean  values  in  parentheses  pertain  to  the  students  for  whom  Styles  are  available  in  teacher  directed  settings. 
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Table  A. 21 

Means,  Standard  Deviations,  and  Probabilities  of  Overall  Mean  Diff¬ 
erences  in  Behavior  Styles  in  Teacher  Directed  and  Non-Teacher 
Directed  Settings  for  Class  2-1  Students  Grouped  by  Language 

Arts  Grades 


Set¬ 

ting 

Style 

Achievement 

Groups 

F  ratio 

High 

X  SD 

Middle 

X  SD 

Low 

X 

SD 

TD 

( n  = 

7) 

(n  = 

7) 

(n  = 

7) 

A 

0.11 

0.15 

0.09 

0.12 

0.08 

0.21 

0.06 

(p= . 94 ) 

B 

0.43 

0.17 

0.17 

0.16 

0.46 

0.24 

4.84 

(£=.02) 

C 

0.65 

0.49 

0.63 

0.46 

0 . 66 

0.58 

0.01 

(£=•99) 

D 

0.40 

0.21 

0.49 

0.35 

0.55 

0.34 

0.45 

(£=.64) 

E 

1.83 

0.79 

1.50 

0.62 

1.61 

0.52 

0.46 

(£= . 64 ) 

F 

0.10 

0.09 

0.12 

0.12 

0.07 

0.10 

0.41 

(£=.67) 

G 

0.05 

0.06 

0.03 

0.01 

0.02 

0.03 

0.75 

(£=.49) 

H 

1.24 

0.52 

1.62 

0.56 

1.31 

0.41 

1.11 

(£=.35) 

OCC 

5.30 

0.38 

5.24 

0.21 

5.05 

0.61 

0.64 

(£=.54) 

NTD 

(n  = 

7) 

(n  = 

7) 

(n  = 

5) 

A 

0.21 

0.20 

0.21 

0.35 

0.21 

0.37 

0.00 

(£=1.00) 

B 

0.10 

0.08 

0.12 

0.11 

0.23 

0.20 

1.64 

(£=.22) 

C 

0.07 

0.10 

0.13 

0.16 

0.38 

0.42 

2.58 

(£=•11) 

D 

0.29 

0.18 

0.28 

0.25 

0.40 

0.42 

0.33 

(£=.72) 

E 

0.25 

0.08 

0.31 

0.28 

0.22 

0.16 

0.35 

(£=•71) 

F 

1.15 

0.20 

0.78 

0.44 

1.08 

0.33 

2.21 

(£=.14) 

G 

1.72 

0.28 

1.86 

0.25 

1.51 

0.37 

2.09 

(£=.16) 

H 

0.08 

0.05 

0.09 

0.11 

0.15 

0.15 

0.71 

(£=.50) 

OCC 

7.81 

0.39 

7.60 

0.33 

7.31 

0.66 

1.75 

(£=.21) 

. 


- 

behaviors  than  do  average  achievers  (p_  =  .04,  two-tailed  test).  Al¬ 
though  high  achievers  also  exhibit  more  Style  B  behavior  than  middle 
achievers,  the  difference  between  the  two  groups  is  non-significant 
(£  =  .06,  two-tailed  test).  The  achievement-behavior  relationship 
for  Style  B  is  approximately  V-shaped. 

As  expected  from  the  preceding  discussion,  Table  4.22  re¬ 
veals  that  there  is  little  distinction  between  the  behaviors  of  high 
and  low  achievers.  In  TD  settings  six  of  the  seven  low  achievers 
show  dominant  externally  motivated,  task-oriented  (Style  H)  behaviors, 
as  compared  with  four  of  the  seven  high  achievers.  Style  H  was  found 
earlier  to  be  negatively  correlated  (ns)  with  achievement.  Style  G 
is  practically  nonexistent  for  all  students,  but  the  student  ex¬ 
hibiting  most  of  this  behavior  is  a  low  achiever  (student  13). 

Style  F  behavior  also  rarely  occurs.  In  NTD  settings  only  one  stu¬ 
dent,  a  low  achiever,  is  characterized  by  off-task,  peer- dependent 
(Style  D)  behaviors.  It  may  be,  as  other  studies  have  found,  that 
achievement  in  Language  Arts  is  related  to  sex  differences  at  the 
elementary  school  level.  Only  one  male  appears  in  the  high  achieving 
group  and  only  two  females  are  in  the  low  achieving  group.  If  such 
a  sex-linked  difference  exists  in  this  class,  there  is  nothing  in 
these  data  which  can  provide  an  explanation  for  the  nature  of  such 
differences . 

Class  1-3.  The  behavioral  data  for  NTD  settings  were  ex¬ 
cluded  from  this  analysis  since  only  7  students  satisfied  the  cri¬ 
terion  of  100  or  more  tallies  for  observation.  Table  4.23  shows 
that  significant  differences  occur  among  achievement  groups  with 
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Note.  Mean  values  in  parentheses  pertain  to  the  five  students  for  whom  Styles  are  available  in  non-teacher  directed  settings 
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Table  4.23 

Means,  Standard  Deviations,  and  Probabilities  of  Overall  Mean  Diff¬ 
erences  in  Behavior  Styles  in  Teacher  Directed  Settings  for 
Class  1-3  Students  Grouped  by  Language  Arts  Grades 


Set¬ 

ting 

Style 

Achievement  Group 

s 

F  ratio 

High 

X 

(n=7) 

SD 

Middle 

X 

(n=7) 

SD 

Low 

X 

(n=5) 

SD 

TD 

A 

0.13 

0.18 

0.20 

0.36 

0.16 

0.06 

0.18 

(£=.68) 

B 

0.09 

0.09 

0.10 

0.06 

0.36 

0.23 

7.52 

(£=.00) 

C 

0.22 

0.24 

0.56 

0.59 

0.99 

0.48 

4.09 

(£=.04) 

D 

0.31 

0.19 

0.54 

0.36 

0.58 

0.29 

1.64 

(£=.22) 

E 

1.09 

0.46 

0.98 

0.49 

0.91 

0.46 

0.23 

(£=.80) 

F 

0.01 

0.00 

0.01 

0.00 

0.01 

0.00 

0.07 

(£=.79) 

G 

0.07 

0.06 

0.06 

0.11 

0.00 

0.01 

1.06 

(£=.37) 

H 

2.21 

0.21 

2.05 

0.21 

1.83 

0.30 

3.67 

(£=•05) 

OCC 

5.23 

0.20 

4.98 

0.51 

4.64 

0.40 

3.29 

(£=.06) 

. 
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respect  to  the  OCC  and  to  Styles  B,  C,  and  H.  The  OCC  was  found  to 
be  positively  related  to  achievement  while  Styles  B  and  C  were 
negatively  related  to  achievement.  The  relationship  between  Language 
Arts  grades  and  Style  H  behavior  was  non-significant ly  positive  (r  = 
.382).  Examination  of  group  differences  shows  that  the  differences 
for  Styles  C  and  H  were  in  the  expected  direction  for  high  and  low 
achieving  groups  (p_  =  .02  in  both  cases,  one-tailed  test).  Although 
there  were  no  significant  differences  involving  the  middle  group  with 
reference  to  these  two  Styles,  mean  values  lie  between  those  of  the 
high  and  low  achievers.  This  suggests  that  the  behavior-achievement 
relationship  for  Styles  C  and  H  is  simply  linear.  Both  high  and 
middle  achievers  exhibit  significantly  fewer  Style  B  behaviors  than 
do  low  achievers  (£  =  .01  and  £  =  .03,  respectively;  one-tailed  tests). 
This  suggests  that  the  behavior-achievement  relationship  is  approxi¬ 
mately  L-shaped  (i.e.,V)  for  Style  B  behaviors. 

It  can  be  seen  from  Table  4.24  that  the  predominant  behav¬ 
ioral  characteristic  of  low  achievers  is  their  avoidance  of  tasks. 

Three  of  the  five  low  achievers  show  visible  Style  C  behaviors.  As 
well,  IQ  differences  also  appear  to  be  a  strong  contributing  factor 
to  achievement  differences.  It  was  found  that  high  achievers  have  a 
significantly  higher  mean  IQ  when  compared  with  low  achievers  (£  = 

.00).  Again,  Style  F  is  essentially  non-existent  and,  although  Style 
G  is  also  rare,  it  is  exhibited  by  five  of  the  seven  high  achievers. 

Class  2-3.  The  behavioral  data  presented  in  Tables  4.25  and 
4.26  are  for  NTD  settings  only.  There  were  insufficient  data  on  stu¬ 
dents  in  TD  settings  for  this  analysis.  Table  4.25  shows  that 
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Table  4.25 


Means,  Standard  Deviations,  and  Probabilities  of  Overall  Mean  Diff¬ 
erences  in  Behavior  Styles  in  Non-Teacher  Directed  Settings 
for  Class  2-3  Students  Grouped  by  Language  Arts  Grades 


Set¬ 

ting 

Style 

Achievement 

Groups 

F  ratio 

High 

X 

(n=5) 

SD 

Middle 

X 

(n=5) 

SD 

Low 

X 

(n=3) 

SD 

NTD 

A 

0.04 

0.09 

0.04 

0.10 

0.07 

0.12 

0.10 

(£=.91) 

B 

0.79 

0.21 

0.36 

0.22 

0.96 

0.14 

9.77 

(£=.00) 

C 

0.53 

0.50 

0.20 

0.08 

0.75 

0.66 

1.64 

(£=.24) 

D 

0.73 

0.28 

0.73 

0.34 

1.04 

0.41 

1.03 

(£=•39) 

E 

0.13 

0.12 

0.18 

0.13 

0.24 

0.27 

0.45 

(£=.65) 

F 

0.20 

0.11 

0.29 

0.28 

0.14 

0.13 

0.52 

(£=.61) 

G 

1.52 

0.15 

1.76 

0.20 

1.11 

0.21 

11.87 

(£=•00) 

H 

0.09 

0.10 

0.14 

0.19 

0.15 

0.12 

0.20 

(£=.82) 

OCC 

5.91 

0.28 

6.55 

0.56 

5.14 

0.35 

10.29 

(£=.00) 

,  .  > 
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significant  differences  occur  among  groups  for  Styles  B  and  G  as 
well  as  with  the  OCC.  It  was  found  earlier  that  no  significant  re¬ 
lationships  existed  between  Language  Arts  grades  and  any  of  the  in¬ 
dices  of  behavior,  although  the  correlation  coefficients  were  high¬ 
est  for  Style  G  ( _r  =  .316)  and  the  OCC  (r^  =  .294).  Examination  of  mean 
differences  between  groups  revealed  that  both  high  and  low  groups  ex¬ 
hibit  more  peer-oriented,  off-task  (Style  B)  behaviors  (p_  =  .02  and 
£  =  .01,  respectively;  two-tailed  tests).  However,  the  high  and 
middle  groups  display  more  appropriate,  self-directed  (Style  G)  be¬ 
haviors  than  do  low  achievers  (p_  =  .03  and  jd  =  .00,  respectively), 
and  the  same  is  true  with  respect  to  the  OCC  (jd  =  .04  and  jd  =  .00, 
respectively;  one-tailed  tests).  The  behavior-achievement  relation¬ 
ship  for  Style  B  appears  to  be  V-shaped,  while  the  relationship  for 
Style  G  and  the  OCC  approximates  an  inverted  J  (i.e.,/^  ).  Low 
achievers  are  characterized  by  off-task  Style  B  behaviors  and  low 
self-directed  (Style  G)  and  less  overall  coping  competency.  High 
achievers,  although  self-directed  and  generally  on-task,  seem  to  be 
able  to  engage  in  off-task  behaviors  with  their  peers  with  no  detri¬ 
mental  effect  on  their  learning. 

Individual  student  profiles  presented  in  Table  4.26  provide 
additional  information  on  the  behavioral  differences  between  high  and 
low  achievers.  Three  of  the  five  high  achievers  show  one  dominant 
off-task  Style  (i.e..  Styles  C  for  student  3,  D  for  student  4,  and  B 
for  student  5)  whereas  two  of  the  three  low  achievers  are  character¬ 
ized  by  two  off-task  Styles  (i.e.,  Styles  C  and  D  for  student  6,  and 


B  and  C  for  student  7).  The  third  low  achiever  has  the  highest 
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visibility  coefficient  for  peer-dependent,  off-task  (Style  D)  be¬ 
haviors.  It  seems  that  differences  between  high  and  low  achievers 
are  reflected  by  the  greater  number  and/or  degree  to  which  off-task 
behavioral  Styles  occur  among  low  achievers,  rather  than  to  low 
levels  in  negative  behaviors  for  high  achievers. 

Class  1-6.  Sufficient  behavioral  data  were  available  for 
analysis  in  TD  settings  only.  Table  4.27  reveals  that  significant 
differences  occur  among  achievement  groups  for  Styles  F  and  G  as  well 
as  with  the  OCC.  All  of  these  behaviors  were  previously  found  to  be 
significantly  positively  related  to  achievement.  Style  F  (social, 
productive)  behaviors  are  nonexistent  for  low  achievers  and  negligible 
for  both  remaining  achievement  groups.  The  significant  difference 
found  for  this  Style  is  probably  a  statistical  artifact.  High 
achievers  exhibit  significantly  more  self-productive  (Style  G)  be¬ 
haviors  than  do  middle  and  low  achievers  (£  =  .04  and  £  =  .02,  res¬ 
pectively;  one-tailed  tests).  The  achievement-behavior  distribution 
for  this  Style  is  approximately  J-shaped  (i.e.,_^).  The  only  diff¬ 
erence  with  respect  to  overall  coping  behavior  occurs  between  high 
and  low  achievers  (p_  =  .04,  one-tailed  test). 

Table  4.28  shows  that  there  are  few  behavioral  differences 
which  distinguish  high  from  low  achievers.  The  positively  related 
Styles  F  and  G  are  practically  nonexistent  for  all  students.  Only  one 
student  shows  visible  off-task  behaviors,  a  low  achiever  with  dom¬ 
inant  Style  B  (non-conforming,  peer-oriented)  behaviors  and  Style  C 
(withdrawn)  behaviors.  The  most  characteristic  difference  between  the 
two  groups  of  students  is  that  all  high  achievers  are  females  and  all 
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Table  4.27 


Means,  Standard  Deviations,  and  Probabilities  of  Overall  Mean  Diff¬ 
erences  in  Behavior  Styles  in  Teacher  Directed  Settings  for 
Class  1-6  Students  Grouped  by  Language  Arts  Grades 


Set¬ 

ting 

Style 

Achievement 

Groups 

F  ratio 

High 

X 

(n=4) 

SD 

Middle 

X 

(n=16) 

SD 

Low 

X 

(n=5) 

SD 

TD 

A 

— 

B 

0.55 

0.23 

0.76 

0.28 

0.51 

0.35 

1.89 

(£=.18) 

C 

0.43 

0.24 

0.83 

0.54 

0.59 

0.31 

1.37 

(£=.28) 

D 

0.24 

0.22 

0.33 

0.12 

0.32 

0.07 

0.67 

(£=.52) 

E 

1.91 

0.  66 

1.51 

0.31 

1.44 

0.27 

2.24 

(£=.13) 

F 

0.02 

0.02 

0.01 

0.01 

— 

— 

4.29 

(£=.05) 

G 

0.07 

0.04 

0.03 

0.03 

0.01 

0.01 

4.43 

(£=.02) 

H 

1.27 

0.21 

1.29 

0.26 

1.63 

0.40 

2.88 

(£=.07) 

OCC 

5.36 

0.50 

4.89 

0.35 

5.02 

0.20 

2.74 

(£=.09) 
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but  one  low  achiever  are  males.  Again,  it  may  be  that  a  sex-linked 
difference  exists  with  respect  to  Language  Arts  achievement. 

Class  2-6.  Table  4.29  reveals  that  the  only  significant 
difference  among  achievement  groups  is  with  respect  to  Style  G  be¬ 
havior  in  TD  settings.  Here,  high  achievers  were  found  to  exhibit 
more  of  these  positive  achievement  related  behaviors  than  did  low 
achievers  (£  =  .03,  one-tailed  test).  There  is  an  IQ  factor  operat¬ 
ing  with  achievement  differences,  however,  and  in  an  expected  linear 
direction.  High  achievers  were  found  to  have  significantly  higher 
IQ  scores  than  both  middle  and  low  achievers  (£  =  .02  and  £  £  .00, 
respectively;  one-tailed  tests)  and  in  turn,  middle  achievers  were 
higher  than  low  achievers  (£  =  .00,  one-tailed  test).  This  is  re¬ 
flected  in  Table  4.30,  where  all  high  achievers  have  consistently 
higher  IQ  scores  than  do  low  achievers.  Moreover,  the  only  student 
who  is  visibly  off-task  (student  4  with  Style  B)  is  a  high  achiever 
with  an  IQ  of  135.  Finally,  Style  F  is  nonexistent  for  all  but  one 
student,  and  Style  G,  although  rare,  is  exhibited  by  all  of  the  high 
achievers. 

Behavioral  Differences :  MAT  Total  Reading  Scores 

Students  were  grouped  across  all  classes  according  to  stan- 
ine  levels  attained  on  the  Total  Reading  subscale  of  the  MAT  ad¬ 
ministered  in  June,  1976.  The  distribution  of  scores  is  negatively 
skewed,  as  indicated  by  the  uneven  group  sizes  shown  in  Table  4.31. 
Significant  behavioral  differences  among  groups  occur  for  the  OCC 
in  both  settings  and  for  Styles  B,  C,  and  G  in  TD  settings,  and  A 
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Table  4.29 

Means,  Standard  Deviations,  and  Probabilities  of  Overall  Mean  Diff¬ 
erences  in  Behavior  Styles  in  Teacher  Directed  and  Non-Teacher 
Directed  Settings  for  Class  2-6  Students  Grouped  by  Language 

Arts  Grades 


Set¬ 

ting 

Style 

Achievement  Groups 

F  ratio 

High 

X  SD 

Middle 

X  SD 

Low 

X 

SD 

TD 

A 

( n  = 

4) 

(n  = 

ID 

(n  = 

3) 

Jt\ 

B 

0.56 

0.52 

0.23 

0.15 

0.11 

0.07 

3.07 

(£=.08) 

C 

0.37 

0.27 

0.40 

0.45 

0.07 

0.11 

0.86 

(£=.44) 

D 

0.23 

0.14 

0.11 

0.06 

0.12 

0.11 

2.65 

(£=.10) 

E 

1.82 

0.51 

1.92 

0.67 

2.47 

0.64 

1.07 

(£=.37) 

F 

— 

— 

0.02 

0.03 

0.05 

0.09 

0.96 

(£=•35) 

G 

0.25 

0.17 

0.18 

0.11 

0.01 

0.01 

3.72 

(£=•02) 

H 

1.15 

0.44 

1.49 

0.33 

1.46 

0.43 

1.31 

(£=.30) 

OCC 

5.50 

0.53 

5.72 

0.29 

5.90 

0.37 

1.12 

(£=.35) 

NTD 

( n  = 

4) 

(n  = 

14) 

t 

A 

— 

— 

0.07 

— 

B 

0.35 

0.20 

0.17 

0.18 

1.66 

(£=•12) 

C 

0.10 

0.19 

0.25 

0.31 

-0.96 

(£=.35) 

D 

0.11 

0.08 

0.23 

0.15 

-1.57 

(£=.14) 

E 

0.12 

0.03 

0.39 

0.33 

-1.58 

(£=.13) 

F 

0.47 

0.63 

0.53 

0.71 

-0.14 

(£=.89) 

G 

2.07 

0.35 

1.95 

0.32 

0.  66 

(£=.32) 

H 

0.14 

0.18 

0.10 

0.08 

0.70 

(£=.49) 

OCC 

7.44 

0.43 

7.45 

0.65 

-0.05 

(£=.96) 

Note.  There  is  not  a  low  group  for  non-teacher  directed  settings 
because  of  insufficient  observations  for  the  lowest  achievers. 
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Table  4.31 

Means,  Standard  Deviations,  and  Probabilities  of  Overall  Mean  Diff¬ 
erences  of  Behavioral  Style  Coefficients  in  Teacher  Directed 
and  Non-Teacher  Directed  Settings  for  the  Total  Student 
Sample  Grouped  by  Achievement  on  the  Total  Reading 
Subtest  of  the  Metropolitan  Achievement  Tests 


Total 

Reading 

Stanine 

Levels 

Set¬ 

ting 

Style 

9,8 

X 

,7 

SD 

6, 

X 

5,4 

SD 

3, 

X 

2,1 

SD 

F  ratio 

TD 

A 

( n  = 

0.04 

63) 

0.12 

(n  = 

0.09 

44) 

0.23 

(n  = 

0.10 

7) 

0.21 

1.10 

(£=.34) 

B 

0.32 

0.26 

0.46 

0.32 

0.54 

0.37 

3.88 

(£=.02) 

C 

0.41 

0.41 

0.58 

0.52 

1.01 

0.60 

6.03 

(£=.00) 

D 

0.34 

0.24 

0.36 

0.28 

0.54 

0.25 

2.07 

(£=•13) 

E 

1.54 

0.74 

1.41 

0.68 

1.44 

0.59 

0.44 

(£=.64) 

F 

0.04 

0.07 

0.12 

0.04 

0.23 

0.02 

2.22 

(£=.11) 

G 

0.08 

0.10 

0.04 

0.07 

0.01 

0.01 

3.58 

(£=.03) 

H 

1.62 

0.51 

1.60 

0.40 

1.36 

0.54 

0.95 

(£=•39) 

OCC 

5.30 

0.43 

5.06 

0.54 

4.80 

0.42 

5.31 

(£=.01) 

NTD 

A 

(n  = 

0.11 

62) 

0.20 

( n  = 

0.05 

21) 

0.09 

( n  = 

0.40 

2) 

0.57 

3.40 

(£=.04) 

B 

0.24 

0.26 

0.31 

0.26 

0.31 

0.29 

0.60 

(£=.55) 

C 

0.26 

0.31 

0.35 

0.70 

0.59 

0.84 

0.76 

(£=.47) 

D 

0.44 

0.33 

0.60 

0.41 

0.98 

0.34 

3.37 

(£=.04) 

E 

0.26 

0.21 

0.22 

0.17 

0.12 

0.02 

0.76 

(£=.47) 

F 

0.46 

0.50 

0.33 

0.49 

0.14 

0.07 

0.91 

(£=.41) 

G 

1.85 

0.35 

1.74 

0.40 

1.67 

0.49 

0.88 

(£=.42) 

H 

0.14 

0.12 

0.22 

0.22 

0.14 

0.15 

2.37 

(£=•10) 

OCC 

7.07 

0.73 

6. 66 

1.04 

6.07 

0.99 

3.10 

(£=.05) 
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and  D  in  NTD  settings.  However,  the  probabilities  for  Styles  A  and 
G  are  somewhat  larger  than  shown  because  of  unequal  variances  between 
groups.  In  reviewing  the  previous  correlation  tables  for  each  class. 
Styles  B,  C,  and  D  were  generally  positively  correlated  with  Total 
Reading  scores,  while  Style  A  and  the  OCC  generally  showed  a  negative 
relationship  to  the  MAT  scores. 

Probabilities  of  differences  between  group  means  for  NTD  be¬ 
haviors  revealed  that  no  significant  differences  occurred  for  Style  D 
or  the  OCC,  but  that  low  achievers  exhibited  significantly  more  ag¬ 
gressive  (Style  A)  behaviors  than  did  middle  achievers  (£=.02,  one- 
tailed  test).  For  TD  settings,  no  significant  differences  were  found 
between  groups  for  self-directed,  on-task  (Style  G)  behaviors.  Middle 
achievers  exhibited  more  peer-oriented,  non-conforming  (Style  B)  behav¬ 
iors  than  did  high  achievers  (£=.03,  one-tailed  test).  Low  achievers 
were  significantly  higher  than  middle  and  high  achievers  with  respect 
to  withdrawn  (Style  C)  behaviors  (£=.04  and  p— .00,  respectively) ,  indi 
eating  that  this  behavior-achievement  relationship  is  approximately  L- 
shaped  (V)-  For  the  Overall  Cases  Coefficient  the  high  achievers  were 
significantly  higher  than  the  middle  and  low  groups  (£=.02  in  both 
cases,  one-tailed  test).  The  OCC-achievement  distribution  is  roughly 
J-shaped  (_y) .  It  appears  that  the  middle  achievers  with  respect  to 
Total  Reading  achievement  are  generally  successful  (relatively  high  OCC) 
in  coping  with  NTD  instructional  settings  but  are  more  avoidant  and 
withdrawn  than  high  achievers  in  TD  settings.  It  should  be  noted,  how¬ 
ever,  that  significant  differences  with  respect  to  low  achievers  should 
be  viewed  with  caution  because  of  the  small  number  of  students  upon 
which  these  findings  are  based. 
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Behavior  Differences:  MCI  Satisfaction 


All  students  were  grouped  according  to  scores  attained  on 
the  MCI  satisfaction  subscale.  A  total  of  10  scores  are  possible, 
ranging  from  9  to  27  in  increasing  units  of  two.  Because  the  dis¬ 
tribution  of  scores  was  markedly  skewed  in  a  negative  direction, 
those  students  scoring  from  9  to  17  were  grouped  together  to  repre¬ 
sent  students  "least  satisfied"  with  their  class.  The  "most  satis¬ 
fied"  group  comprised  students  who  scored  25  or  27.  The  remaining 
students  made  up  the  middle  or  "moderately  satisfied"  group. 

Table  4.32  shows  that  significant  overall  differences  for 
behaviors  occurred  in  NTD  settings  only,  and  these  were  with  Styles 
B,  C,  E,  and  F.  The  probability  shown  for  Style  C  is  somewhat 
higher  than  reported  because  of  heterogeneity  of  variance.  Style  F 
was  consistently  positively  (ns)  correlated  with  MCI  satisfaction 
scores,  while  the  direction  of  the  relationship  with  Style  E  was 
negative  in  four  of  the  five  classes.  Relationships  involving 
Styles  B  and  C  showed  no  stable  patterns.  Probabilities  for  mean 
differences  revealed  that  the  highly  satisfied  students  exhibit 
more  peer-oriented,  non-conforming  (Style  B)  behaviors  than  do  the 
moderately  satisfied  students  (jd  =  .01,  two-tailed  test).  The  least 
satisfied  students  are  more  withdrawn  (Style  C)  than  the  moderately 
satisfied  students  (£  =  .05,  two-tailed  test),  and  more  adult-de¬ 
pendent  (Style  E)  than  are  the  most  satisfied  students  (£  =  .02,  one- 
tailed  test).  Finally,  both  the  highly  satisfied  and  moderately  satis 
fied  students  exhibit  more  social  on-task  (Style  F)  behaviors  than  do 
the  least  satisfied  students  (j>  =  .01  in  both  cases,  one-tailed  tests) 
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Table  4.32 

Means,  Standard  Deviations,  and  Probabilities  of  Overall  Mean  Differ¬ 
ences  of  Behavioral  Style  Coefficients  in  Teacher  Directed  and 
Non-Teacher  Directed  Settings  for  the  Total  Student  Sample 
Grouped  by  My  Class  Inventory  "Satisfaction"  Scores 


Set¬ 

ting 

Style 

"Satisfaction" 

Score 

Levels 

F  ratio 

High 

X  SD 

Middle 

X  SD 

Low 

X 

SD 

TD 

( n  = 

46) 

(n  = 

72) 

(n  = 

25) 

A 

0.07 

0.12 

0.07 

0.16 

0.09 

0.19 

0.18 

(£=.84) 

B 

0.41 

0.28 

0.39 

0.30 

0.40 

0.24 

0.05 

(£=.95) 

C 

0.56 

0.55 

0.44 

0.40 

0.65 

0.63 

1.98 

(£=.14) 

D 

0.42 

0.27 

0.37 

0.28 

0.34 

0.20 

0.82 

(£=.44) 

E 

1.21 

0.73 

1.44 

0.72 

1.36 

0.58 

1.50 

(£=.23) 

F 

0.03 

0.05 

0.03 

0.05 

0.01 

0.02 

1.72 

(£=.18) 

G 

0.07 

0.10 

0.06 

0.08 

0.06 

0.08 

0.53 

(£=.59) 

H 

1.71 

0.39 

1.62 

0.48 

1.68 

0.37 

0.52 

(£=.59) 

OCC 

5.03 

0.58 

5.16 

0.48 

5.07 

0.46 

0.93 

(£=.40) 

NTD 

(n  = 

48) 

(n  = 

66) 

(n  = 

16) 

A 

0.12 

0.18 

0.09 

0.18 

0.09 

0.11 

0.33 

(£=.72) 

B 

0.36 

0.30 

0.22 

0.22 

0.29 

0.19 

4.70 

(£=•01) 

C 

0.38 

0.61 

0.25 

0.26 

0.58 

0.68 

3.40 

(£= .  04 ) 

D 

0.50 

0.30 

0.47 

0.37 

0.49 

0.34 

0.08 

(£=.92) 

E 

0.21 

0.16 

0.26 

0.17 

0.33 

0.20 

3.29 

(£= . 04 ) 

F 

0.42 

0.38 

0.43 

0.42 

0.12 

0.10 

4.41 

(£=.01) 

G 

1.77 

0.39 

1.86 

0.38 

1.83 

0.36 

0.84 

(£=.44) 

H 

0.14 

0.12 

0.15 

0.12 

0.22 

0.20 

2.47 

(£=.09) 

OCC 

6.80 

0.75 

7.04 

0.76 

6.62 

0.71 

2.65 

(£=.07) 

' 

For  this  latter  Style  the  distribution  with  satisfaction  approxi¬ 
mates  an  inverted  J  (i.e.  ). 

These  results  suggest  that  attitudes  toward  classmates  are 
reflected  more  by  behaviors  in  non-teacher  directed  settings  than 
by  behaviors  exhibited  during  structured  instructional  settings. 

The  most  satisfied  students  are  characteristically  peer-oriented  in 
both  appropriate  (Style  F)  and  inappropriate  (Style  B)  interaction. 
Moderately  satisfied  students  are  generally  less  peer-oriented  in 
their  on-task  and  off-task  behaviors  than  are  other  students.  The 
peer  interaction  of  the  least  satisfied  students  is  characteristi¬ 
cally  off-task.  These  statements  generally  support  those  made  in 
conjunction  with  the  earlier  correlational  analyses,  but  in  addition 
show  that  it  is  the  least  satisfied  group  of  students  who  account 
for  the  negative  social  attitudes-positive  behavior  relationships 
that  previously  were  found. 

Behavioral  Differences:  0/W  SAT  Student-Instruction  Interaction 

The  range  of  possible  scores  on  this  subscale  of  the  School 
Attitude  Test  was  different  for  the  two  versions  of  the  test  used 
(see  Appendix  G) .  The  Oral  Version  was  administered  to  students  in 
grades  one  and  three,  while  the  Written  Version  was  given  to  grade 
six  students.  For  purposes  of  grouping  students,  the  range  of  poss- 
scores  for  each  version  was  divided  into  thirds.  Students 
scoring  in  the  top  third  of  the  range  were  categorized  as  highly 
satisfied,  those  scoring  in  the  middle  third  were  identified  as  mod¬ 
erately  satisfied,  and  those  in  the  bottom  third  as  least  satisfied. 
The  students  identified  as  highly  satisfied  were  then  combined  across 
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grade  levels  to  form  the  high  group,  and  the  procedure  was  repeated 
for  middle  and  low  groups. 

Table  4.33  shows  that  significant  differences  occurred  among 
groups  for  the  OCC  and  Styles  D,  E,  and  H  in  TD  settings,  and  for 
Styles  B  and  G  in  NTD  settings.  It  was  found  in  the  earlier  correl¬ 
ational  analyses  that,  with  one  exception,  these  behavioral  indices 
were  non-signif icantly  related  to  student-instruction  interaction 
attitudes.  The  exception  is  for  Style  B  in  class  2-1,  where  the  cor¬ 
relation  coefficient  is  -.653  (£  <  .01).  The  relationship  was  pos¬ 
itive  for  Style  G  in  all  classes  and  generally  positive  for  Style  H 
and  the  OCC.  Relationships  with  Style  B  were  generally  negative,  but 
for  Styles  D  and  E  there  were  no  general  patterns.  Two-tailed  tests 
were  then  used  for  Styles  D  and  E  only. 

Examination  of  differences  between  group  means  showed  that, 
in  TD  settings,  students  most  satisfied  with  instruction  exhibit 
more  peer-dependent,  off-task  (Style  D)  behaviors,  but  less  overall 
coping  competency,  than  do  the  least  satisfied  students  (j>  =  .01  in 
both  cases,  two-  and  one-tailed  tests,  respectively).  With  respect 
to  Styles  E  and  H,  significant  differences  occurred  only  between  the 
least  satisfied  students  and  each  of  the  other  two  attitude  groups. 
Least  satisfied  students  exhibit  more  carefully  attentive,  adult-de¬ 
pendent  (Style  E)  behaviors  than  do  either  the  moderately  satisfied 
or  most  satisfied  groups  (£  =  .00  and  £  =  .03,  respectively;  two- 
tailed  tests).  However,  they  exhibit  fewer  other-directed,  on-task 
(Style  H)  behaviors  than  do  other  groups  (£  =  .02  in  both  cases,  two- 
tailed  tests).  The  relationship  between  Style  E  and  satisfaction 
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Table  A.  33 

Means,  Standard  Deviations,  and  Probabilities  of  Overall  Mean  Diff¬ 
erences  of  Behavioral  Style  Coefficients  in  Teacher  Directed 
and  Non-Teacher  Directed  Settings  for  the  Total  Student 
Sample  Grouped  by  Scores  on  the  Student-Instruction 
Interaction  Subtest  of  the  School  Attitude  Test 


Set¬ 

ting 

Style 

Instruction 

Interaction  Score  Levels 

F  ratio 

High 

X  SD 

Middle 

X  SD 

Low 

X  SD 

TD 

(n  = 

20) 

(n  = 

107) 

(n  = 

16) 

A 

0.06 

0.13 

0.07 

0.16 

0.08 

0.17 

0.09 

(£=.91) 

B 

0.47 

0.26 

0.37 

0.27 

0.50 

0.36 

2.32 

(£=.10) 

C 

0.42 

0.32 

0.54 

0.53 

0.47 

0.50 

0.54 

(£=.58) 

D 

0.50 

0.30 

0.38 

0.26 

0.22 

0.12 

5.52 

s - \ 

o 

o 

H* 

3 

E 

0.98 

0.58 

1.35 

0.71 

1.84 

0.54 

7.13 

O 

o 

II* 

3 

F 

0.03 

0.04 

0.03 

0.05 

0.01 

0.02 

0.67 

(£=.51) 

G 

0.08 

0.09 

0.06 

0.08 

0.07 

0.11 

0.47 

(£=.62) 

H 

1.77 

0.45 

1.68 

0.43 

1.36 

0.30 

4.94 

(£=.01) 

OCC 

4.88 

0.38 

5.11 

0.52 

5.34 

0.46 

3.80 

(£=.02) 

NTD 

(n  = 

19) 

(n  = 

98) 

(n  = 

16) 

A 

0.13 

0.22 

0.10 

0.16 

0.12 

0.20 

0.50 

(£=.61) 

B 

0.43 

0.32 

0.26 

0.24 

0.25 

0.16 

4.03 

(£=.02) 

C 

0.39 

0.35 

0.36 

0.53 

0.14 

0.08 

1.31 

to 

ii 

• 

ro 
00 
> _ / 

D 

0.53 

0.38 

0.50 

0.34 

0.29 

0.17 

2.45 

(£=.09) 

E 

0.30 

0.21 

0.23 

0.16 

0.32 

0.14 

2.87 

to 

II 

• 

o 

On 

F 

0.55 

0.40 

0.34 

0.37 

0.45 

0.49 

2.56 

to 

II 

• 

o 

00 

G 

1.58 

0.28 

1.86 

0.39 

1.92 

0.31 

4.86 

to 

II 

• 

o 

I-1 

H 

0.12 

0.08 

0.16 

0.15 

0.14 

0.12 

0.78 

(£=.46) 

OCC 

6.72 

0.77 

6.88 

0.79 

7.26 

0.34 

2.06 

(£=.13) 

. 
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with  instruction  has  an  approximately  L-shaped  distribution  (i.e., 

V  ) ,  while  the  relationship  between  Style  H  and  satisfaction  has  an 
inverted  J  distribution  (i.e.,/-^ ).  For  NTD  Styles  the  most  satis¬ 
fied  students  are  more  peer-oriented,  non-conforming  (Style  B)  in 
their  off-task  behaviors  than  are  the  moderately  satisfied  students. 
For  self-directed  on-task  (Style  G)  behaviors,  the  most  satisfied 
students  exhibit  less  of  this  behavior  than  the  middle  and  low  groups 
(j3  =  .00  and  £  =  .02,  respectively;  one-tailed  tests).  The  relation¬ 
ship  between  Style  G  behaviors  and  satisfaction  with  instruction 
approximates  an  inverted  L  distribution  (i.e.,*^). 

There  are  tentative  behavior  profiles  suggested  by  these  re¬ 
sults  which  point  to  contrasts  between  the  most  and  least  satisfied 
students  with  respect  to  teacher  directed  instruction.  The  behav¬ 
iors  of  the  most  satisfied  students  are  characteristically  passive 
in  nature.  Their  on-task  behaviors  suggest,  perhaps ,  that  these  stu¬ 
dents,  while  passively  attentive  to  the  teacher,  do  not  closely  follow 
what  is  being  taught  (e.g.,  high  Style  H  and  low  Style  E  behaviors). 
Further,  their  off-task  behaviors  consist  of  watching  other  students 
in  class  (Style  D) .  During  NTD  settings  their  off-task  behaviors 
are  more  active  in  nature  (Style  B) ,  and  their  reluctance  to  work  is 
reflected  by  little  self-directed  (Style  G)  behavior.  The  least  sat¬ 
isfied  students  closely  follow  what  is  being  taught,  suggesting  that 
they  are  achievement— oriented  in  spite  of  their  dissatisfaction  with 
their  interaction  with  the  teacher  during  instruction.  This  is  re¬ 
flected  in  their  infrequent  off-task  (Style  D)  behaviors  and  their 
careful  attention  to  instruction  (e.g.,  high  Style  E  behaviors  and 
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low  Style  H  behaviors). 

These  speculative  interpretations  about  the  least  satisfied 
and  most  satisfied  students  are  not  explained  by  differences  in 
intelligence.  The  average  IQ  of  the  least  and  most  satisfied  stu¬ 
dents  is  105  and  109,  respectively,  and  the  difference  is  non¬ 
significant  (jd  =  .76).  The  results  suggest  that  students  who  are 
satisfied,  in  terms  of  the  way  they  are  treated  by  the  teacher  dur¬ 
ing  instruction,  reflect  this  satisfaction  behaviorally  in  a  manner 
which  shows  their  preference  for  TD  settings  (i.e.,  passive  off-task 
and  on-task  behaviors  during  instruction,  and  active  off-task  be¬ 
haviors  and  little  self-directed  activity  during  NTD  settings).  On 
the  other  hand,  the  least  satisfied  students  reflect  their  dissatis¬ 
faction  not  by  misbehaving  but  by  focusing  carefully  on  what  is  being 
said  during  TD  settings.  They  are  more  self-directed  than  are  the 
most  satisfied  students  during  NTD  settings.  The  behaviors  of  these 
least  satisfied  students  explains  an  observation  made  in  the  earlier 
correlational  analysis.  There  it  was  shown  that  some  students  who 
found  school  work  to  be  difficult  responded  to  the  challenge  by  ex¬ 
hibiting  on-task  behaviors. 

The  observations  made  in  this  discussion  generally  support 
those  found  in  the  earlier  correlational  analysis  with  respect  to 
the  relationship  between  positive  attitudes  and  on-task  behavioral 
Styles  (i.e.,  that  students  satisfied  with  instruction  exhibit  on- 
task  behavioral  Styles).  However,  the  immediately  preceding  dis¬ 
cussion  makes  a  distinction  with  respect  to  the  types  of  on-task 
Styles  exhibited  in  TD  settings.  Satisfied  students  respond  to 
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teacher  instruction  with  passive  attention  rather  than  careful  at¬ 
tention.  The  closely  attentive  behaviors  of  dissatisfied  students 
suggest  that  other  factors,  such  as  goal  orientation  or  achievement 
motivation,  may  be  better  predictors  for  the  classroom  behaviors  of 
these  students  than  are  their  attitudes  toward  instruction. 

Summary  and  Discussion 

An  examination  of  behavioral  differences  among  groups  of 
students  for  possible  curvilinear  relationships  with  selected  achieve¬ 
ment  and  attitude  variables  reveals  that  a  number  of  such  relation¬ 
ships  exist.  Further,  the  information  provided  by  this  analytical 
approach  helps  illuminate  the  nature  of  the  process-product  relation¬ 
ships  that  were  unexplained  by  correlational  analysis.  Specifically, 
while  the  existence  of  curvilinear  relationships  obviously  shows  that 
there  are  not  clear  behavioral  distinctions  between  each  of  the  three 
student  groups  (i.e.,  high-,  middle-,  and  low-scorers),  it  also  shows 
that  the  relative  similarity  between  two  groups  is  a  function  of  the 
type  of  instructional  setting,  the  type  of  behavior  exhibited,  and 
the  type  of  product  measure  used  to  group  students. 

To  illustrate,  for  achievement  variables  the  middle  and  low 
groups  are  similar,  and  lower  than  the  high  group,  with  respect  to 
on-task  behaviors  in  TD  settings.  This  pattern  occurred  for  Language 
Arts  grades  in  class  1-1  for  Style  E  and  the  OCC,  and  for  MAT  Total 
Reading  scores  and  the  OCC.  For  on-task  behaviors  in  NTD  settings 
the  high  and  the  middle  groups  are  similar,  and  higher  than  the  low 
group,  as  shown  with  Style  G  and  the  OCC  for  Language  Arts  grades  in 
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classes  1-1  and  2-3.  In  other  words,  while  there  is  evidence  for 
a  direct  relationship  between  achievement  and  on-task  behaviors  for 
both  the  high  and  low  achievers  in  both  TD  and  NTD  settings,  the 
middle  group  of  achievers  displays  more  on-task  behaviors  in  NTD 
settings  than  they  do  in  TD  settings.  This  suggests  that  for  most 
students , non-teacher  directed  settings  may  be  more  appropriate 
learning  environments  than  are  teacher  directed  settings. 

For  off-task  behaviors  in  TD  settings,  the  high  and  middle 
groups  are  similar,  and  lower  than  the  low  group,  as  shown  by  the 
relationship  of  Style  C  with  MAT  Total  Reading,  and  by  the  relation¬ 
ship  of  Style  B  with  Language  Arts  grades  for  class  1-3.  The  high 
and  middle  achievers  are  less  off-task  than  are  the  low  achievers 
in  TD  settings.  For  class  2-3  only,  the  middle  achievers  were  also 
less  peer  oriented  and  off-task  than  were  both  high  and  low  achievers 
It  appears,  then,  that  the  middle  achievers  are  characterized  not  by 
off-task  behaviors  but  rather  by  more  on-task  behaviors  during  non¬ 
teacher  directed  settings  than  they  display  during  teacher  directed 
struct ional  settings. 

With  respect  to  attitudes  about  peer-relationships  in  school, 
where  the  only  curvilinear  relationship  occurred  for  NTD  settings,  it 
was  found  that  the  high  and  middle  groups  of  students  display  more 
social,  productive  behaviors  (Style  F)  than  do  less  satisfied  student 
When  attitudes  toward  instruction  were  examined,  the  curvilinear 
patterns  involving  Styles  E  and  H  in  TD  settings,  and  G  in  NTD  set¬ 
tings,  suggested  that  the  most  satisfied  students  preferred  teacher 

while  the  least  satisfied  students  disliked  such 


directed  settings 
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settings.  With  respect  to  both  of  these  attitude  categories  it  was 
also  found  that  the  least  satisfied  students  were  characterized  by 
their  on-task  behaviors  in  teacher  directed  settings,  suggesting  that 
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other  factors,  such  as  achievement  motivation,  may  be  a  contributing 
factor  to  the  "unexpected"  behaviors  of  these  students. 

The  idiosyncratic  nature  of  the  behavior— achievement  relation¬ 
ship  was  demonstrated  by  comparing  differences  found  between  classes. 
For  some  classes  (e.g.,  1-3,  2-3,  and  2-6)  the  major  factor  influencing 
the  relationship  between  behaviors  and  Language  Arts  grades  appeared 
to  be  IQ,  while  for  others  (e.g.,  2-1  and  1-6)  it  seemed  to  be  the  sex 
of  the  student.  Comparisons  of  pairs  of  students  in  class  1-1  revealed 
in  some  cases  that  behaviors  were  not  related  to  achievement.  Other 
comparisons  showed  in  turn  that  behaviors  were  unrelated  to  the  sex  of 
the  student,  SES,  or  IQ. 

STABILITY  OF  BEHAVIORS  ACROSS  ACADEMIC  SUBJECT  AREAS 

Comparison  of  student  behaviors  in  different  subject  areas  is 
possible  only  in  class  2-6  for  non-teacher  directed  settings.  Table 
4.34  shows  that  behaviors  displayed  by  students  in  Language  Arts  and 
Social  Studies  are  stable  for  Style  G  (self-directed)  behaviors  only. 

It  was  shown  earlier  (see  Table  4.18,  p.  129)  that  this  was  the  only 
visible  Style  in  NTD  settings  for  this  class.  The  general  instability 
of  behaviors  suggests  that  the  academic  subject  has  an  important  in¬ 
fluence  on  the  behaviors  of  students  and  that  behavioral  data  should 
be  collected  separately  for  each  subject  area. 
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Table  4.34 


Correlations  Between  Language  Arts'  and  Social  Studies'  Behavior 
Styles  in  Non-Teacher  Directed  Settings  for  Students  in 

Class  2-6  (n_  =  16) 


Style 

r 

A 

-0.085 

B 

0.227 

C 

-0.225 

D 

0.119 

E 

-0.026 

F 

0.270 

G 

0.522* 

H 

0.392 

OCC 

0.289 

*  £  <  .05 
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A  probable  contributing  factor  to  this  instability,  however, 
is  the  specific  nature  of  the  setting  in  which  these  behavioral  data 
were  collected.  As  previously  mentioned,  during  Social  Studies 
classes  the  students  worked  at  projects  on  topics  they  had  chosen  and 
had  had  approved  by  the  teacher.  Students  worked  in  pairs  while  the 
teacher  spent  most  of  her  time  sitting  at  her  desk  correcting  work. 
The  students  chatted  with  one  another,  moving  about  the  room  when 
necessary  to  get  needed  materials.  While  similar  settings  were  ob¬ 
served  in  Language  Arts,  the  predominant  setting  was  one  where  stu¬ 
dents  worked  alone  on  assignments  at  their  desk.  These  two  types 
of  settings  reflect  differences  in  degrees  of  freedom  given  to  stu¬ 
dents  in  the  instructional  setting.  The  CASES  manual  distinguishes 
between  these  two  types  of  settings,  where  the  former  is  labelled 
"Program  Directed  Choice"  and  the  latter  is  called  "Program  Directed" 
(Spaulding  and  Papageorgiou,  1975,  pp.  54-55).  During  the  time  re¬ 
stricted  to  data  collection  the  teacher  did  not  use  program  directed 
choice  settings  often  enough  in  Language  Arts  to  permit  comparison 
of  student  behavioral  Styles  across  the  two  settings.  As  well,  pro¬ 
gram  directed  settings  were  not  used  at  all  during  Social  Studies 
classes,  so  comparisons  within  these  settings  across  subject  areas  is 
not  possible.  The  apparent  behavioral  differences  across  subject 
areas  suggested  by  Table  4.34  may  therefore  be  attributable  in  large 
part  to  the  differences  in  settings  observed. 
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Chapter  5 


SUMMARY,  CONCLUSIONS,  AND  RECOMMENDATIONS 

SUMMARY 

Relatively  few  studies  have  systematically  observed  the 
classroom  behaviors  of  students,  yet  much  is  assumed  about  the  im¬ 
portance  of  specific  behaviors  to  the  educational  development  of 
students.  While  the  affective  consequences  of  schooling  are  con¬ 
sidered  to  be  important  objectives  for  education,  studies  have 
rarely  investigated  the  relationship  between  behaviors  and  attitudes. 
Most  studies  conducted  have  focused  on  behavior-achievement  relation¬ 
ships  and  much  is  still  unknown  about  the  nature  of  these  relation¬ 
ships. 

The  major  purpose  of  this  study  was  to  investigate  the  re¬ 
lationships  of  students’  classroom  behaviors  with  achievement  and 
attitudes.  Also  considered  were  the  effects  of  students'  sex,  IQ, 
and  socioeconomic  status  with  respect  to  these  relationships. 

A  sample  of  157  students  in  grades  one,  three,  and  six  from 
two  urban  schools  were  observed  over  a  two-week  period  using  the  low- 
inference  Coping  Analysis  Schedule  for  Educational  Settings.  Follow¬ 
ing  a  one-week  period  of  familiarization  in  the  classrooms,  approxi¬ 
mately  16  hours  were  spent  in  each  class  coding  the  behaviors  of  all 
students  in  all  subjects  taught.  Data  were  recorded  separately  for 
academic  subject  and  type  of  instructional  setting.  During  this 
period  other  observers  coded  the  interaction  between  teachers  and 
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students  with  the  Brophy-Good  Teacher-Pupil  Dyadic  Interaction 
Classroom  Observation  System . 

Following  the  collection  of  observation  data,  achievement 
scores  were  obtained  from  the  linguistics  competencies  (Language 
Arts)  and  Mathemetics  subtests  of  the  Metropolitan  Achievement  Tests, 
the  Social  Studies  subtest  of  the  Stanford  Achievement  Test  (one 
grade  six  class),  and  report  cards.  Attitudes  were  measured  with 
the  My  Class  Inventory,  the  School  Attitude  Test,  and  the  Primary 
Children’s  Attitude  Scale  (grades  three  and  six) .  IQ  scores  were 
obtained  with  the  Peabody  Picture  Vocabulary  Test  (grade  one)  and 
the  Canadian  Lorge-Thorndike  Intelligence  Test  (grades  three  and 
six).  SES  data  were  obtained  for  parents'  occupations  with  the 
Blishen  socio-economic  index  for  occupations. 

Correlational  analyses  were  used  to  examine  relationships 
between  student  behaviors  with  context,  teacher  process,  and  product 
variables.  Analysis  of  variance  was  used  to  test  for  significant 
differences  in  behaviors  of  students  selected  by  sex,  achievement, 
and  attitudes. 


FINDINGS 

The  findings  that  were  presented  and  discussed  in  Chapter  4 
are  as  follows: 

1.  There  were  no  uniform  relationships  across  all  six 
classes  with  any  one  particular  style  of  students  classroom  be 
havior,  or  even  with  broad  categories  of  on-task  and  off-task  be- 

f  the  context  variables  (e.g.,  IQ,  SES  or  sex) 
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or  product  variables  (e.g.,  achievement  or  attitudes)  examined  in 
this  study.  Discrepant  results  in  relationships  between  student  be¬ 
haviors  and  the  context  and  product  variables  were  demonstrated  in 
the  following  ways: 

(a)  Significant  correlational  relationships  found  with 
particular  behavioral  styles  were  negative  in  some  cases  but  pos¬ 
itive  in  others. 

(b)  The  number  of  significant  relationships  that  were  found 

varied  widely  from  class  to  class. 

(c)  Comparisons  of  the  individual  profiles  of  high-  and  low- 
achieving  Language  Arts  students  with  respect  to  behaviors,  IQ,  SES, 
and  sex,  provided  contrasting  examples  of  major  factors  which  seemed 
to  influence  the  nature  of  the  behavior-achievement  relationships. 

Where  there  was  little  evidence  of  such  relationships,  the  predom¬ 
inant  factor  for  achievement  status  in  some  classes  seemed  to  be  IQ, 
for  others  it  appeared  to  be  sex  of  the  student.  When  individual 
students  within  one  class  were  compared  with  one  another,  there  were 
no  consistent  combinations  of  variables  which  seemed  to  explain  the 
nature  of  behaviors  exhibited  by  high  and  low  achievers. 

2.  There  was  not  a  uniform  pattern  for  relationships  found 
between  students'  SES  and  behaviors  to  suggest  that  higher  SES  students 
are  more  on-task  and  less  off-task  than  are  lower  SES  students.  In 
examining  the  relationships  in  conjunction  with  other  variables,  it 
was  suggested  that  lower  SES  students  might  be  characterized  by  less 
appropriate  behaviors  when  experiencing  both  dissatisfaction  with 
school  and  poor  academic  success. 
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3.  There  was  no  uniformity  among  relationships  found  be¬ 
tween  IQ  and  behaviors.  Some  evidence  was  presented  to  show  that 
the  IQ-behavior  relationship  is  affected  by  students'  attitudes  to¬ 
ward  the  instructional  setting. 

4.  There  was  no  pattern  for  the  few  relationships  found  be¬ 
tween  opportunity  to  respond  to  teacher  questions  about  the  subject 
matter  and  students'  classroom  behaviors. 

5.  Achievement  variables  accounted  for  the  greatest  pro¬ 
portion  of  significant  relationships  found  with  student  behaviors. 
These  relationships  generally  occurred  in  the  expected  direction. 

That  is,  73%  of  the  significant  correlations  found  between  achieve¬ 
ment  and  on-task  behaviors  were  positive,  and  88%  of  those  found  be¬ 
tween  achievement  and  off-task  behaviors  were  negative. 

When  small,  homogeneous  achievement  groups  were  examined,  a 
number  of  non-straight  line  relationships  were  found  to  show  that 
the  nature  of  the  behavior-achievement  relationship  varied  with  type 
of  instructional  setting.  In  teacher  directed  instructional  settings 
the  average  achievers  resembled  low  achievers  in  exhibiting  signifi¬ 
cantly  less  active  attentive  (Style  E)  and  overall  coping  competency 
than  did  high  achievers.  In  non-teacher  directed  instructional  set¬ 
tings,  however,  the  average  achievers  resembled  the  high  achievers 
in  demonstrating  significantly  more  self-motivated  (Style  G)  be¬ 
haviors  than  did  low  achievers. 

6.  In  contrast  to  findings  of  other  studies  reviewed,  a  num¬ 
ber  of  relationships  were  found  between  students'  attitudes  and  be¬ 
haviors.  These  were  approximately  equally  divided  between  on-task 
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and  off-task  behaviors,  but  the  stability  in  pattern  of  these  re¬ 
lationships  was  a  function  of  the  type  of  attitude  measured.  For 
attitudes  concerning  social  relationships  among  peers,  the  pattern 
was  unstable.  That  is,  satisfied  students  exhibited  off-task  be¬ 
haviors  as  often  as  they  did  on-task  behaviors,  while  dissatisfied 
students  were  as  likely  to  exhibit  on-task  behaviors  as  off-task  be¬ 
haviors.  For  attitudes  toward  school  and  instruction,  however,  there 
was  generally  a  direct  relationship  with  behaviors.  All  of  the  cor¬ 
relations  between  off-task  behaviors  and  these  attitudes  toward 
schooling  were  negative,  while  74%  of  those  with  on-task  behaviors 
were  positive. 

Non-straight  line  relationships  were  also  found  between  atti¬ 
tudes  and  behaviors  when  smaller  groups  of  students  were  examined. 
Students  who  were  moderately  satisfied  with  their  class  resembled  the 
highly  satisfied  students  in  exhibiting  significantly  more  self-  moti¬ 
vated  (Style  G)  behavior  in  non-teacher  directed  settings  than  did  the 
least  satisfied  students.  Students  moderately  satisfied  with  teache£ 
interaction  during  instruction  also  resembled  those  of  the  highly 
satisfied  students  in  exhibiting  significantly  more  passively  atten¬ 
tive  (Style  H)  behaviors  and  less  actively  attentive  (Style  E)  be¬ 
haviors  during  teacher  directed  instruction  than  did  the  least  satis¬ 
fied  students.  However,  the  moderately  satisfied  and  least  satisfied 
students  were  similar  in  demonstrating  more  self-motivated  (Style  G) 
behaviors  during  non-teacher  directed  settings  than  did  most  satisfied 


students . 


. 

- 

. 

' 


7.  The  most  consistent  behavioral  differences  between  boys 
and  girls  occurred  for  off-task  behaviors.  Boys  characteristically 
exhibited  more  active  off-task  behaviors  (i.e.,  nonconforming,  re¬ 
sistant,  peer-oriented)  while  the  off-task  behaviors  of  girls  were 
passive  (i.e.,  withdrawn,  daydreaming).  In  general,  off-task  be¬ 
haviors  in  all  classes  account  for  only  15%  of  all  behaviors  ob¬ 
served  . 

8.  Evidence  for  differential  effects  of  academic  subject 
area  on  student  behaviors  is  inconclusive.  In  the  one  class  where 
this  could  be  examined,  results  showed  that  there  was  general  in¬ 
stability  between  behaviors  in  Language  Arts  and  those  in  Social 
Studies.  It  is  possible,  however,  that  such  differences  were  at¬ 
tributable  in  part  to  differences  in  the  types  of  non-teacher 
directed  settings  which  characterized  these  classes. 

CONCLUSIONS 

1.  Students'  classroom  behaviors  are  affected  by  a  multi¬ 
tude  of  factors,  thereby  making  relationships  involving  one  or  two 
variables  appear  idiosyncratic.  There  is  general  stability  in  pat¬ 
terns  of  relationships  with  behaviors  however,  most  notably  those 

involving  achievement  and  attitudes  toward  school. 

2.  Non-teacher  directed  instructional  settings  seem  to  be 

appropriate  learning  environments  for  most  students.  This  is  demon¬ 
strated  by  the  finding  that  more  students  display  higher  incidences 
of  on-task  behaviors  in  such  settings  than  is  the  case  for  teacher 
directed  settings.  This  was  related  to  achievement  and  was  also  a 
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reflection  of  negative  attitudes  toward  the  type  of  teacher  directed 
instruction  experienced. 

3.  There  is  little  difference  between  the  classroom  behav¬ 
iors  of  grade  one  students  after  one  year  in  school  when  compared 
with  the  classroom  behaviors  of  students  in  grades  three  and  six. 
This  is  suggested  by  the  similarity  in  the  class  profiles  with  res¬ 
pect  to  dominant  behavior  styles  and  the  proportion  of  on-task  to 
off-task  behaviors.  Where  differences  occur,  such  as  with  the  more 
active  participation  of  students  in  some  classes,  they  are  probably 
a  function  of  differences  in  teaching  styles. 

4.  Some  on-task  behaviors  which  rarely  occur  in  particular 
instructional  settings  appear  to  be  important  characteristics  of  the 
more  successful  students.  This  is  suggested  by  the  consistency  with 

s elf —dir ec ted  (Style  G)  behavior  in  teacher  directed  settings 
was  positively  related  to  achievement  and  attitudes. 

The  findings  and  conclusions  based  on  correlational  analyses 
should  be  interpreted  with  caution  because  of  the  small  n's  used, 
and  the  nonrandom  and  dependent  samples  upon  which  many  of  the  cor¬ 
relations  were  based.  In  some  cases  (see  Appendix  F)  the  number  of 
independent  variables  exceeded  the  number  of  students  in  the  sample. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 


Research 

Studies  involving  the  observation  of  students  should  use  low 
inference  category  systems  and  collect  data  over  longer  periods  of 
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time  so  that  subtle  distinctions  between  types  of  on-task  and  off- 
task  behaviors  in  different  types  of  instructional  settings  can  be 
made.  Further,  such  observations  should  be  made  at  different  times 
of  the  year  and  in  conjunction  with  measures  of  their  teaching  be¬ 
havior,  so  that  the  adaptive  process  of  the  child  to  school  is 
better  understood.  Children  should  be  observed  outside  the  class, 
in  interaction  with  other  children,  to  determine  the  various  ways 
that  children  cope  with  different  aspects  of  the  school  environ¬ 
ment,  since  part  of  the  child's  school  day  is  spent  outside  the 
classroom. 

If  better  understanding  of  the  complexity  of  classroom  teach¬ 
ing  and  learning  is  to  be  realized,  more  descriptive  classroom  based 
studies  involving  a  larger  number  of  variables  should  be  conducted. 
Simple  generalizations  based  on  few  variables  have  little  explanatory 
significance  for  teachers  concerned  with  meeting  the  individual  needs 
of  students.  Specific,  discrete  factors  that  are  measured  by  attitude 
scales  should  be  considered,  rather  than  relying  on  global  measures 
provided  by  total  scores.  Failure  to  do  so  in  the  past  may  account 
for  the  lack  of  relationships  found  between  student  behaviors  and 
attitudes  in  previous  studies.  Preferably,  more  immediate  product 
measures  could  be  used  to  assess  the  effect  of  a  particular  instruct¬ 
ional  strategy. 

Studies  should  examine  data  for  curvilinear  as  well  as  linear 
relationships.  Curvilinear  relationships  were  suggested  in  this  study 
by  the  use  of  ANOVA,  which  is  a  linear  statistical  model.  Tests  for 
curvilinearity  (e.g.,  the  eta  coefficient)  should  be  employed. 


' 

w~  X 

. 

. 


175 


Inferences  made  about  the  student's  mental  involvement  in 
a  learning  situation  should  be  tested  against  other  criteria,  such  as 
the  teacher's  impressions  as  well  as  the  student's  own  recall  of 
events  and  feelings  during  the  time  he  was  observed.  This  could  be 
facilitated  by  the  use  of  videotaping. 

Teacher  Education 

Prospective  teachers,  as  well  as  practicing  teachers,  could 
benefit  from  systematically  observing  students.  Such  skills  would 
permit  a  more  objective  appraisal  of  students'  behaviors,  as  well  as 
sensitize  them  to  ways  in  which  students  respond  to  various  types  of 
instruction. 
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APPENDIX  A 


A  COPING  ANALYSIS  SCHEDULE 
FOR  EDUCATIONAL  SETTINGS  (CASES) 

(Brief  Form  for  Quick  Reference) 

CASES  STYLES-Work  Sheet 


CASES  Coding  Sheet 


•m. 


A  Coping  Analysis  Schedule 
for  Educational  Settings  (CASES)* 

(Brief  Form  for  Quick  Reference)** 


1.  Aggressive  Behavior: 

Direct  attack:  grabbing,  pushing,  hitting,  pulling,  kicking,  name¬ 
calling;  destroying  property:  smashing,  tearing,  breaking. 

2 .  Negative  (Inappropriate)  Attention-Getting  Behavior: 

Annoying,  bothering,  whining,  loud  talking  (unnecessarily),  attention 
getting  aversive  noise-making,  belittling,  criticizing. 

3.  Manipulating,  Controlling,  and  Directing  Others: 

Manipulating,  bossing,  commanding,  directing,  enforcing  rules,  con¬ 
niving,  wheedling,  controlling. 

4.  Resisting: 

Resisting,  delaying;  passive  aggressive  behavior;  pretending  to  con¬ 
form,  conforming  to  the  letter  but  not  the  spirit;  defensive  checking. 

5.  Self-Directed  Activity: 

Productive  working;  reading,  writing,  constructing  with  interest; 
self-directed  dramatic  play  (with  high  involvement) . 

6.  Paying  Close  Attention;  Thinking,  Pondering: 

Listening  attentively,  watching  carefully;  concentrating  on  a  story 
being  told,  a  film  being  watched,  a  record  played;  thinking,  pon¬ 
dering,  reflecting. 

7 .  Integrative  Sharing  and  Helping: 

Contributing  ideas,  interests,  materials,  helping;  responding  by 
showing  feelings  (laughing,  smiling,  etc.)  in  audience  situations; 

initiating  conversation. 

8.  Integrative  Social  Interaction: 

Mutual  give  and  take,  cooperative  behavior,  integrative  social  be¬ 
havior;  studying  or  working  together  where  participants  are  on  a  par. 

9.  Integrative  Seeking  and  Receiving  Support,  Assistance  and  Information: 

Bidding  or  asking  teachers  or  significant  peers  for  help,  support, 

sympathy,  affection,  etc.,  being  helped;  receiving  assistance. 


*  C  1966,  Robert  L.  Spaulding 

**  Revised  August  12,  1968. 
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10.  Following  Directions  Passively  and  Submissively: 

Doing  assigned  work  without  enthusiasm  or  great  interest;  submitting 
to  requests;  answering  directed  questions;  waiting  for  instructions 
as  directed. 

11 .  Observing  Passively: 

Visual  wandering  with  short  fixations;  watching  others  work;  checking 
on  noises  or  movements;  checking  on  activities  of  adults  or  peers. 

12 .  Responding  to  Internal  Stimuli: 

Daydreaming;  sleeping;  rocking  or  fidgeting;  (not  in  transaction 
with  external  stimuli) . 

13.  Physical  Withdrawal  or  Passive  Avoidance: 

Moving  away;  hiding:  avoiding  transactions  by  movement  away  or 
around;  physical  wandering  avoiding  involvement  in  activities. 


Note:  Categories  3^,  5^  6^  _7,  8,  and  9_  are  further  coded  as  a  or  b  in 
structured  settings  to  indicate  appropriate  or  inappropriate  timing  or 
location  of  activity  (based  on  the  teacher's  expectations  for  the  set¬ 
ting).  Example:  5a  would  be  recorded  when  a  child  was  painting  during 
art  period  (when  painting  was  one  of  the  expected  activities) .  Painting 
during  "story  time"  or  in  an  academic  setting  would  normally  be  coded  5b . 
The  code  b^  represents  behaving  in  a  certain  coping  category  at  the 
"wrong"  time  or  place.  What  is  "right"  or  "wrong"  is  based  on  the  values 
and  goals  of  the  teacher  or  authority  responsible  in  a  given  situation. 

A  child  might  be  sharing  with  another  child  in  an  integrative  manner 
(7)  some  bit  of  information  the  teacher  regarded  as  highly  inappropriate. 
It  would  be  coded  as  7b  since  it  was  an  integrative  act  of  sharing  occur¬ 
ring  at  the  "wrong"  time  in  the  "wrong"  place,  from  the  point  of  view  of 
the  teacher . 
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APPENDIX  B 


DESCRIPTION  OF  CATEGORIES  IN  THE  LOW  INFERENCE  DYADIC 
INTERACTION  CLASSROOM  OBSERVATION  SYSTEM 

Section  I.  Summary  of  Categories  in  the  Expanded 
Brophy-Good  Teacher-Pupil  Dyadic 
Interaction  Classroom  Observation 
System 

Section  II.  Definitions  of  One  Modified  Category 

and  Two  New  Categories  in  the  Expanded 
Brophy-Good  Teacher-Pupil  Dyadic 
Interaction  Classroom  Observation 
System 
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SECTION  I 


Summary  of  Categories  In  the  Expanded  Brophy-Good 

Teacher-Pupil  Dyadic  Interaction  Classroom 

Observation  System 


The  major  aspects  of  classroom  life  coded  by  this  system  are 
represented  by  the  four  cells  in  the  diagram  appearing  below.  Within 
each  cell  are  the  sub-categories  of  those  four  aspects  which  are  then 
further  broken  down  into  still  smaller  units. 


Teacher 

afforded 


Student 

initiated 


Public  response  Private  dyadic 

opportunities  teacher-pupil  contacts 


A. 

C. 

I.  Work-related 

II.  Personal 

III.  Procedure-related 

IV.  Behavior-related 

V.  Don’t  know 

B. 

I.  Student  Initiated 
Questions 

II.  Student  Initiated 
Comments 

D. 

I.  Work-related 

II.  Personal-related 

III.  Don't  know 

A. 


Teacher  Afforded  Response  Opportunities 

The  three  key  aspects  of  this  category  of  classroom  event  are: 

thev  are  public  interactions  between  the  teacher  and  a 
(>  child ,  intended  to  be  monitored  by  the  class  or  group  with 
which  the  teacher  is  working; 

(b)  they  occur  when  the  teacher  asks  a  question  requiring 
either  a  verbal  or  nonverbal  response. 


(c)  only  one  child  makes  the  response. 


For  ..oh  respon.e  "  “o 

O„ooh.d  off  ih  ..oh  .<  SS  (3)  o,  child'. 

of  th.  ...oh«'.  f.*d‘“k 


. 


'  :  :■  , 


197 


(1)  Types  of  response  opportunity 


Predesignated  fPRE) : 

teacher  names  the  child  first  and 
then  asks  a  question; 

Non  volunteer  (N.  VOL) : 

teacher  asks  a  question  first  but 
calls  for  a  response  from  a  child 
who  has  not  raised  his  hand; 

Volunteer  (VOL) : 

teacher  asks  a  question  first  and 
invites  a  response  from  a  child  with 
hand  raised; 

Called  out  (CALL) : 

teacher  asks  a  question  but  a  child 
calls  out  the  answer  before  the 
teacher  has  a  chance  to  select  a 
respondent;  the  teacher  nevertheless 
responds  to  the  child  who  called  out 
the  answer. 

(2)  Level  of  question  asked 


Process  (PCSS) : 

question  requiring  student  to  integrate 
facts  or  show  knowledge  of  their 
relationships . 

Product  (PROD) : 

question  for  which  a  specific  correct 
answer  is  sought. 

Choice  (CHOIS) : 

question  requiring  an  answer  to  be 
selected  from  one  of  the  alternatives 
presented. 

Self  Reference  (SELF  REF) : 

:  question  requiring  child  to  make  a 

non- academic  contribution  to  the  class¬ 
room  discussion.  This  type  of  question 
has  then  to  be  further  classified  as 
sub 1 ect— matter  related  (SUB)  or  non 
sublect-matter  related  (NON  SUB)  and 
then  whether  it  requires  the  child  to 
show  a  preference  (PREF)  or  to  give 
information  about  his  past  experience 

(EXP) . 

Opinion: 

question  requiring  student  to  take  a 
position  on  an  issue  or  to  predict  the 
outcome  of  an  experiment  or  hypo¬ 
thetical  situation.  If  the  child 
gives  no  response  (NR)  this  is  coded. 

On  the  other  hand  if  the  child  does 
respond,  the  teacher’s  reaction  to 

•>  .  s 
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the  answer  is  coded:  if  it  is  praised 
(+),  criticized  (-) ,  ignored  (0), 
accepted  (ACPT) ,  integrated  (INTEG) 
into  the  ongoing  discussion,  or  if 
the  teacher  disagrees  (DISAG)  with 
the  child’s  opinion. 


(3)  Quality  of  child’s  answer 

The  child’s  answer  is  coded  as  correct  (+)  ,  partially  correct 
(+),  incorrect  (-) ,  or  no  response  (NR)  but,  if  the  child 
indicates  that  he  doesn’t  know,  this  item  of  information  is 

also  coded. 

(4)  Nature  of  the  teacher’s  feedback  response. 

The  teacher's  reaction  to  the  child's  response  has  been 
categorized  as  terminal  or  sustaining.  Reaction  which  is 
terminal,  that  is,  it  has  the  effect  of  terminating  the  inter¬ 
action  with  the  child,  could  be  one_of  seven  types.  The 
teacher  may  praise  (+) ,  criticize  (-) ,  provide  no  response  (NR) 
give  process  feedback  (CSS) ,  give  the  correct  answer  (GIV  ANS) , 
ask  another  (ASK  OTH)  child  for  the  answer,  or  the  answer  way 
be  called  out  (CALL)  by  another  student.  Reaction  which  is^ 
sustaining,  that  is,  it  has  the  effect  of  prolonging  the  inter 
action,  could  be  one  of  three  kinds.  The  teacher  may  repeat 
the  question  (REPT  Q) ,  rephrase  the  question  or  give  a  clue 
(REP  or  CLU) ,  or  ask  a  new  question  (NEW  Q) . 

B.  Student  Initiated  Response  Opportunities 

I.  Student  Initiated  Questions 

This  category  of  response  opportunity  is  used  if  the  student 
asks  the  teacher  a  question  regarding  the  subject  matter  unde 
discussion  or  some  other  matter.  If  the  student  calls  ou_ 
(CALL)  the  question  without  prior  teacher  approval,  this 
point  is  coded  and  also  if  the  question  is  relevant  (REL)  or 
irrelevant  ( IRREL) j_  Two  kinds  of  teacher  reaction^  the 
cmestionTpraise  (+)  and  criticism  (-) ,  are  coded  if  they 
occur,  and^also- types  of  teacher  feedback.  The  teacher  may 
nrnvtde  no  feedback  (0)  (l.e.  Ignore  the  question) ,  delay. 

DELAY)  her  anseTTnot  accept  (NACPT)  it  int°^e  discussion, 
provide  a  brief  or  long  answer  or  she  may  redirect  (RDRCT) 
the  question  to  another  student.  Three  other  catego 


Modifications  to  the  subcategories  of  teacher  feedback  as 
defined  in  the  Expanded  Brophy-Good  System  were  made  and  are  reported 

in  Appendix  B,  Section  II. 
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praise  ( t )  ,  criticism  (-) ,  and  warning  (WARN)  are  provided 
if  the  teacher  makes  a  reaction  related  to  the  student  s 
behavior  in  initiating  the  question. 


II.  Student  Initiated  Comments 

The  details  surrounding  a  student  initiated  comment  that  are 
coded  are  very  similar  to  those  for  a  student  initiated 
question.  All  but  three  teacher  response  categories,  brief, 
long,  and  redirect  (RDRCT)  are  retained.  They  are  replaced 
by  another  three.  The  teacher  may  accept  (ACPT)  the  student 
comment,  integrate  (INTEG)  it  into  the  class  discussion,  or 
may  use  it  to  shift  the  direction  of  the  class  discussion. 


C.  Teacher  Afforded  Dyadic  Contacts 

I.  Teacher  Afforded  Contacts  (Work-related) 

These  are  instances  when  the  teacher  makes  private  contact 
with  an  individual  child  about  his  work.  Several  features 
of  these  contacts  are  coded.  The  contact  may  be  long., 
brief  or  it  may  be  one  in  which  the  teacher  just  observes 
(OBSV)  without  entering  into  verbal  interaction.  If  the 
contact  is  a  long  or  brief  one,  praise  (-I-)  or  criticism  (-) 
is  coded  also  if  the  teacher’s  comments  include  such  reactions 
A  don’t  know  (?)  category  is  used  if  the  interaction  between 
teacher  and  child  is  not  audible  to  the  coder. 

II.  Teacher  Afforded  Contacts  (Personal) 


These  contacts  do  not  involve  either  work  content  or  pro 
cedure  but  are  of  a  strictly  personal  nature. 


III. 


IV. 


Teacher  Afforded  Contacts  (Procedure-related) 

Within  this  category  a  distinction  is  made  between  those 
instances  when  a  teacher  seeks  a  favor  (child  helps  in 
running  the  classroom)  and  those  in  which  the  request  have 
to  do  with  getting  the  child  ready  to  work.  The  latter  are 
rndpd  as  management  (MANAG)  .  Thank  you  (THANKS)  is  coded 
if  the  teacher  thanks  the  child  following  the  management 

or  favor  request. 

Teacher  Afforded  Contacts  (Behavior-related) 

This  category  is  used  whenever  the  teacher  makes  some 
comment  on  the  child’s  classroom  behavior.  They  are  sub 
divided  into  praise  (?) ,  non-verbal  lntervatior.  (NVI), 
warnings  (WARWTlmd  criticism  (-)  .  Errors  which  teacher 

makes  when  warning  a  child  are  also  noted.  Three  kinds  of 
errors,  target  errors  (TARG),  timing  errors  (TDl),  and 
overreactions  (OVERtT  are  coded.  The  no  error  category 


^  1  • 


used  whenever  the  teacher  does  not  make  one  of  the  three 
errors.  Provision  also  exists  for  the  coder  to  recrod  his 
uncertainty  (?)  if  he  is  not  sure  that  an  error  has  occurred. 

V.  Don’t  know  (?)  is  coded  if  the  teacher-pupil  communication 
is  inaudible  to  the  coder  and  the  coder  is  unable  to  deter¬ 
mine  which  of  the  above  four  types  of  teacher  afforded 
contacts  is  occurring. 

Student  Initiated  Dyadic  Teacher-Pupil  Contacts 

(referred  to  as  Child  Created  Contacts  on  the  coding  sheets) 


I.  Child  Created  Contacts  (Work-related) 

This  type  of  contact  may  relate  to  work  content  (CONT)  or 
work  procedures  (PROC) .  The  teacher’s  feedback  to  the  child 
is  also  coded,  whether  the  teacher  offers  praise  (+)  or 
criticism  (— ) ,  and  whether  the  contact  is  brief ,  long ,  or 
delayed- TdELAY )  by  the  teacher. 

II.  Child  Created  Contacts  (Personal-related) 

In  this  category  there  are  two  first-order  divisions, 
experience  (EXP)  sharing  and  procedural  (PROC).  All  experi¬ 
ence  sharing  contacts  are  personal  ones  in  which  the  student 
contacts  the  teacher  to  tell  him  something  which  is  not  ^ 
related  to  either  classroom  work  or  procedure.  The  teacher  s 
response  is  coded  as  either  acknowledged  (ACK)  (i.e.  the 
contact  is  acknowledged  by  the  teacher)  or  delay  (i.e.  the 
teacher  indicates  she  is  unable  to  listen  or  talk  to  the 
pupil  at  that  time) . 

A  procedural  contact  occurs  when  the  pupil  is  making  a 
request,  offers  to  do  an  errand,  or  reminds  the  teacher  of 
something.  The  teacher’s  reaction  is  coded  as  gragt  or 
non-grant  (N  GRANT)  (teacher  has  or  has  not  granted  the 

request)  or  as  delay . 


III.  Don’t  Know 

If  the  communication  in 
inaudible  to  the  coder. 


the  child  created  contact  is 
the  don’t  know  (?)  column  is  used. 
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SECTION  II 


Definitions  of  One  Modified  Category  and  Two  New  Categories  in 

the  Expanded  Brophy-Good  Teacher-Pupil  Dyadic  Interaction 

Classroom  Observation  System 


No  Feedback  Reaction  (0) 

This  category  of  terminal  teacher  feedback  in  the  Brophy- 
Good  system  has  been  restricted  in  meaning  in  this  study.  This  part 
of  the  original  statement  now  embodies  its  full  meaning. 


"If  the  teacher  makes  no  response  whatsoever  following 
the  child’s  answer  to  the  question,  he  is  coded  for 
no  feedback  reaction  (0) .  This  means  that  he  makes  no 
verbal  response  to  the  child  and  does  not  communicate 
affirmation  or  negation  by  shaking  his  head  in  response 
to  the  answer.  Instead,  he  merely  moves  on  to  something 
else,  perhaps  by  starting  to  make  a  new  point  or  by  asking 
another  child  a  question.  Most  coders  will  be  surprised 
to  find  that  this  category  is  used  much  more  often  than 
they  had  expected.  It  frequently  happens  that  the  teacher 
makes  no  feedback  reaction  at  all  to  the  child’s  answer, 
especially  in  fast  moving  question  drills  where  he  is 
pushing  to  get  correct  answers  in  an  impersonal  fashion, 
without  paying  attention  to  the  individual  child  giving  the 
answer"  (Brophy  &  Good,  1970,  p.  17). 


Affirmative  Teacher  Reaction  (AFFIRM) 

This  category  of  teacher  reaction  within  an  academic  response 
opportunity  is  defined  as  a  terminal  teacher  reaction  which  does  not 
go  beyond  the  level  of  simple  affirmation.  The  teacher  simply 
indicates  that  the  child  has  given  a  correct  response.  He  does  not 
communicate  a  warm  personal  reaction  to  the  child.  There  is  mere  y 
an  impersonal  communication  of  information.  For  example,  the  teacher 
repeats  the  student's  answer  or  thanks  the  pupil  without  explicity 
implicit  praise.  The  teacher's  intent  is  to  terminate  student 

involvement . 


Repeats  Student  Statement  (REP  SS) 

This  is  an  additional  category  in  the  set  of  teacher  reactions 
in  academic  response  opportunities  described  as  In  this 

category  are  to  be  coded  all  those  instances  when  the  teacher  repeats 

the  child's  answer  in  a  quizzical  manner  £®cher 

he  considers  it  to  be  correct  or  incorrect  .or  when  the  teacher 

restates  the  pupil  answer pri^ipal  criterion  to  be  used  in 

c.”  »«•*-«  ••  «"•**“ ">• 
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intention  was  to  sustain  the  student's  involvement  by  having  the 
pupil  clarify  for  himself  and/or  for  others  the  meaning  of  his  previous 
response . 


APPENDIX  C 


CASES  RELIABILITY  MEASURES 
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TABLE  C  I 

CASES  RELIABILITY  MEASURES — PERCENTAGE  AGREEMENT  OF  THREE 


CODERS  WITH 

THE  TRAINING 

VIDEOTAPE 

PROTOCOLS 

Test  No. 

Subject 

A 

Coders 

B 

C 

1 

Fred 

80.77 

73.08 

65.38 

2 

Wayne 

51.02 

46.15 

63.27 

3 

Fred 

80.77 

80.77 

69.23 

4 

Wayne 

71.43 

53.06 

67.35 

5 

Fred 

88.46 

78.85 

73.08 

6 

Wayne 

79.59 

75.51 

71.43 

7 

Fred 

96.15 

88.46 

80.77 

8 

Wayne 

95.92 

83.67 

87.76 

x  80.51 

x  72.44 

x  72.28  Grand  x  75.08 

’ 

. 
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TABLE  C  IL 

CASES  RELIABILITY  MEASURES  TAKEN  IN  CLASSROOMS— PERCENTAGE 
AGREEMENT  BETWEEN  CODERS  DURING  TRAINING 


Test  No. 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 
9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 
21 
22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

29 

30 

31 

32 

33 

34 

35 

36 


Grade  Setting  A  &  B 


6 

N-T.D. 

66.67 

6 

T.D . 

52.94 

6 

T.D.&N-T. 

D.  66.00 

6 

N-T.D. 

64.00 

6 

T.D.&N-T. 

D.  77.27 

6 

N-T.D. 

33.33 

6 

N-T.D. 

90.20 

6 

N-T.D. 

76.00 

2 

N-T.D. 

55.10 

2 

T.D. 

54.00 

6 

N-T.D. 

35.90 

6 

N-T.D. 

92.00 

6 

N-T.D. 

82.00 

2 

N-T.D. 

50.00 

2 

N-T.D. 

66.00 

2 

T.D. 

62.00 

6 

N-T.D. 

77.78 

6 

T.D. 

80.00 

6 

T.D. 

48.00 

6 

T.D. 

66.67 

6 

N-T.D. 

80.00 

6 

N-T.D. 

74.00 

2 

T.D. 

72.00 

2 

T.D. 

58.00 

2 

T.D. 

68.00 

2 

T.D. 

58.82 

6 

N-T.D. 

74.00 

6 

N-T.D. 

62.00 

6 

N-T.D. 

48.00 

6 

N-T.D. 

62.00 

6 

T.D. 

74.00 

6 

T.D. 

78.00 

6 

T.D. 

66.00 

6 

T.D. 

60.87 

6 

N-T.D. 

71.79 

6 

T.D.&N-T 

.D.  86.00 

z 

2389.34 

X 

66.37 

Range 

33.33 

92.00 


Coders 


A  &  C 

B  &  C 

ABC 

56 . 86 

70.59 

71.33 

58.82 

49.02 

80.67 

74.00 

78.00 

80.67 

66.00 

80.00 

79.33 

31.82 

31.82 

63.89 

60.78 

35.29 

66.67 

88.24 

88.24 

93.33 

76.00 

70.00 

86.67 

65.31 

53.06 

68.00 

58.00 

64.00 

68.00 

46.15 

48.72 

48.00 

82.00 

84.00 

92.00 

90.00 

82.00 

91.33 

46.00 

56.00 

66.67 

72.00 

62.00 

81.33 

52.00 

50.00 

76.00 

88.89 

88.89 

86.67 

90.00 

74.00 

85.33 

50.00 

74.00 

73.33 

54.55 

48.48 

74.74 

74.00 

78.00 

86.67 

70.00 

70.00 

80.00 

64.00 

66.00 

82.00 

66.00 

56.00 

78.00 

70.00 

68.00 

78.67 

61.76 

52.94 

76.76 

72.00 

74.00 

86.00 

70.00 

68.00 

81.33 

60.00 

56.00 

72.67 

68.00 

70.00 

88.51 

64.00 

70.00 

78.47 

78.00 

72.00 

80.00 

66.00 

76.00 

84.00 

52.17 

54.34 

80.67 

43.59 

48.72 

71.92 

88.00 

88.00 

96.67 

2374.94 

2356.11 

2836. 30 

65.9  7 

65.45 

78.7  9 

31.82- 

31.82- 

63.89- 

90.00 

88.89 

96.67 

Average  of  paired  means  65.9 3 


. 


. 
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TABLE  CIII 

CASES  RELIABILITY  MEASURES  TAKEN  DURING  DATA  COLLECTION — 
PERCENTAGE  AGREEMENT  OF  THREE  CODERS  WITH  THE 
TRAINING  VIDEOTAPE  PROTOCOLS 


Test  No. 

Subject 

A 

Coders 

B 

C 

1 

Fred 

96.15 

94.23 

96.15 

2 

Wayne 

87.76 

91.84 

83.67 

3 

Fred 

96.15 

94.23 

71.15 

4 

Fred 

94.23 

90.38 

86.54 

5 

Wayne 

83.67 

89.80 

91.84 

x  =  91.59 

x  =  92.10 

x  =  85.87  Grand  x  =  89.85 

•  ■  ;  : 
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TABLE  C  IV 

CASES  RELIABILITY  MEASURES— PERCENTAGE  AGREEMENT  BETWEEN 
CODERS  WITH  SAMPLE  STUDENTS  DURING  DATA  COLLECTION 


Test  No. 

Grade 

Setting 

Coders 

A  &  B  B  &  C 

1 

1 

T.D. 

68.00 

— 

2 

1 

N-T.D. 

88.00 

— 

3 

6 

T.D. 

— 

74.00 

4 

6 

N-T.D. 

— 

80.00 

5 

3 

T.D.  • 

— 

63.00 

6 

3 

N-T.D. 

— 

82.00 

7 

3 

T.D. 

— 

88.00 

8 

1 

T.D. 

78.00 

— 

9 

1 

N-T.D. 

74.00 

x = 77.00 

x =  77.40  Grand  x  =  77.22 

"  A  .. 


APPENDIX  D 


INTERCODER  RELIABILITY  MEASURES  OBTAINED  WITH  THE 
LOW  INFERENCE  CLASSROOM  OBSERVATION  SYSTEM 
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Table  D  I 


Intercoder  Reliability  Measures  Obtained  During  Training  with  the 
Low  Inference  Classroom  Observation  System 


Percentage  Agreement 


Coders  1  t  2 


Variable 


Check  No.  1 


Coders  I  6  3 


Coders  2  &  3 


Academic  Response  Opportunity 

Type  of  Respondent  82  100  70. 

Question  Type  73  75_  71 

Chi  Id  Answer  85  80 

T .  Feedback  on  PCSS,  PROD, CHOIS  43  67  50  —  - 

T.  Feedback  on  Opinion  Q's  — 


Student  Initiated  Question 
Type 

Relevancy 
T.  Feedback 

Student  Initiated  Comment 
Type 

Relevancy 
T.  Feedback 

Dyadic  Contact 
Type 

Child  Created  Contact  (CCC) 

Type 

CCC  (VK-REL) 

T.  Reaction  (DELAY,  BRIEF, 
LONG) 

T.  Reaction  (t,  *) 

CCC  (PERS-REL) 

Type 

T.  Reaction  (ACK,  DELAY) 

T.  Reaction  (GRANT ,  NONGRANT) 

Teacher  Afforded  Contact  (TAC) 

Type 

TAC  (WK-REL) 

Type  (OBSV ,  BRIEF,  LONG) 

T.  Reaction  (  +  .  -) 

TAC  (PROC-REL) 

Type  (MANAG ,  FAVOR) 

TAC  (BEH-REL) 

Type  (♦,  NV I ,  WARN,  -) 

Error  Type 


100 

100 

66 


100  —  —  65  86 
-  --  90  83 


100 


100 


79  86 
—  56 


25  50 

0 

25  33 


89  --  -  *»5  21 


31  60 
33 


78 


56  33 


0  -  -  67  60 

o  ..  -  n  io 


82  70  55  — 

36  100  33.  " 

69  89  58  - 

60  78  71  -- 


80  70  78 

30  75  33 

64  80  78 

60  67  78 


66 

66 

U 


64 


0  -- 


58  -  -■ 


43  0 

60  92 


32  £0 
33 


78 

20 

20 


78  iqo 

57  50 

57  50 


66 

66 

66 


76 

92 

64  -- 

—  84 

92 

87 

95 

0  — 

-  96 

79 

100 

88 

o  -- 

-  79 

78 

Zi 

ill 

50 

100 

75 

0 

57 


100 

0 

0 


50  0 

71  73 

59  67 

100  -- 

45  31 

71  33 

71  33 


underlined  Indicate  calculations  based  on  frequencies  of  less 
+A  dash  in  a  cell  represents  100*  agreement  between  coders  that  the  event  d.d  not  occur. 


^Percentage  agreements  which  are 
than  10  for  a  given  event. 


il ,  1 1  ' . 


-IX- 


—  - 


' 


. 
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Table  D  II 


Intcrcoder  Reliability  Measures  Obtained  during  Data  Collection  with  the 
Low  Inference  Classroom  Observation  System 


Variable  Check  No. 


Academic  Response  Opportunity 

Type  of  Respondent 
Question  Type 
Chi  Id  Answer 

T.  Feedback  on  PCSS,  PROD. CHOIS 
T.  Feedback  on  Opinion  Q's 

Student  Initiated  Question 
Type 

Relevancy 
T.  Feedback 


Coders  I  t  2 


Percentage  Agreement 


Coders  1  i  3 


Coders  2  t  3 


* 

so 

85 

20 

50 

33 

79 

0 

50 

91 

71 

-- 

M 

86  — 

33 

55 

50 

83 

33  ” 

77 

69 

82 

11 

50 

85  — 

33 

52 

33 

89 

100 

50 

90 

75 

-• 

SO 

73  — 

25 

66 

33 

7k 

100 

39 

76 

69 

•• 

0 

18 

100 

100 

60 

•  “ 

72 


72 

IS 


50 

0 

57 

100 

*3 

5* 

33 

71 

50 

60 

Hi 

11 

71 

100 

11 

k0 

60 

60 


Student  Initiated  Comment 


Type 

33 

0 

100 

67 

50 

50 

k2 

71 

k0 

k3 

k0 

20 

50 

Relevancy 

T.  Feedback 

51 

i£ 

0 

0 

100 

100 

50 

11 

50 

25 

27 

56 

13 

75 

57 

60 

100 

71 

21 

80 

60 

too 

60 

kk 

kk 

Dyadic  Contact 

Type 

8k 

100 

73 

51 

20 

56 

85 

88 

83 

73 

56 

63 

89 

Child  Created  Contact  (CCC) 

Type 

CCC  (wk-rel) 

62 

— 

69 

100 

0 

li 

kO 

81 

80 

100 

0 

100 

80 

T.  Reaction  (DELAY,  BRIEF, 

50 

79 

67 

100 

71 

LONG) 

56 

— 

kl 

75 

29 

0 

T.  Reaction  (♦,  -) 

100 

-  • 

*  * 

0 

CCC  (PERS-REL) 

Type  ,  . 

T.  Reaction  (ACK,  DELAY) 

0 

— 

17 

0 

— 

0 

0 

20 

20 

0 

58 

33 

38 

33 

0 

0 

-- 

100 

100 

ololc 
vrt|  r 

T.  Reaction  (GRANT ,  NONGRANT) 

0 

20 

0 

11 

0 

Teacher  Afforded  Contact  (TAC) 

80 

85 

Type 

76 

100 

7k 

59 

n 

ill 

77 

90 

55 

67 

k3 

TAC  (WK-REL) 

Type  (0BSV ,  BRIEF.  LONG) 

T.  Reaction  (4,  -) 

k6 

— 

33 

25 

0 

— 

— 

67 

83 
k 1 

50 

60 

•  “ 

60 

k0 

100 

TAC  (PR0C-REL) 

Type  (MAN/.G,  FAVOR) 

56 

-- 

50 

60 

22 

13 

100 

88 

20 

100 

0 

100 

89 

TAC  (BEH-REL) 

Type  (t.  NVI,  WARN,  :) 

Error  Type 

0 

0 

100 

100 

0 

0 

20 

60 

0 

kO 

11 

°l°l 

cr»|  »-r\J 

50 

78. 

°l°l 

WA|  k/\| 

0 

0 

57 
k 5 

50 

100 

50 

1 


Percentage  agreements  which  arc 
than  10  for  a  given  event 

A  dash  in  a  cell  represen 


underlined  indicate  calculations  based  on  frequencies  of  less 


ts  1001  agreement  between  coders  that  the  event  did  not  occur, 


'• 


. 
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APPENDIX  E 


TEST-RETEST  RELIABILITIES  FOR  THE  SCORES  ON  THE  MY  CLASS 
INVENTORY  AND  SCHOOL  ATTITUDE  TEST 
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TABLE  E  I 


PEARSON  PRODUCT 

MOMENT 

SCORES 

CORRELATIONS 
ON  THE  MCI 

BETWEEN 

TEST- 

RETEST 

Grade 

N 

1 

Subscales 

2  3 

4 

5 

1,  3  &  6 

69 

.63 

.61 

.59 

.70 

.53 

1 

21 

.34 

.60 

.64 

.53 

.47 

3 

22 

.73 

.51 

.51 

.76 

.25 

6 

26 

.65 

.74 

.50 

.78 

.71 

3  &  6 

48 

.69 

.63 

.57 

.75 

.50 

Anderson 

Reliabilities 

3  &  6 

655 

.77 

.70 

.56 

.56 

.54 

TABLE  E  II 

PEARSON  PRODUCT  MOMENT  CORRELATIONS  BETWEEN  TEST-RETEST 

SCORES  ON  THE  SAT 


Grade 

Form 

N 

R 

1 

Oral 

21 

.68 

3 

Oral 

21 

.73 

1  &  3 

Oral 

42 

.70 

Author's  reliability 

1  &  3 

Oral 

.77 

6 

Written 

.78 

APPENDIX  F 


CORRELATIONS  BETWEEN  SELECTED  STUDENT  CONTEXT  VARIABLES,  PRODUCT 
VARIABLES,  AND  PERCENTAGE  OF  QUESTION  OPPORTUNITIES 
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APPENDIX  G 


MEANS  AND  VARIANCES  OF  SELECTED  CONTEXT  AND  PRODUCT  VARIABLES 
AND  PERCENTAGE  OF  QUESTION  OPPORTUNITIES 
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Table  G  I 

Means  and  Variances  of  Selected  Context  and  Product  Variables 
and  Percentage  of  Question  Opportunities  for  Class  1-1  (n=27) 


Type  and  Name  of  Variable 

Mean 

Variance 

CONTEXT 

SES 

51.56 

231.93 

IQ 

111.18 

278.30 

PRODUCT : 

Attitudes 

MCI: 

satisfaction 

21.07 

(9-27) 

12.59 

friction 

20.63 

(9-27) 

17.20 

competitiveness 

22.26 

(9-27) 

11.01 

difficulty 

15.74 

(9-27) 

11.01 

cohesiveness 

21.74 

(9-27) 

13.38 

OSAT: 

general  school  factor 

16.74 

(5-20) 

7.01 

instruction  interaction 

65.04 

(21-84) 

35.15 

interpersonal  relationships 

9.56 

(4-12) 

4.17 

Total  score 

91.93 

(29-116) 

65.26 

PRODUCT: 

Achievement 

MATa 

Word  Knowledge 

53.89 

124.25 

Word  Analysis 

48.33 

83.26 

Reading 

51.52 

80.99 

Total  Reading 

50.67 

77.26 

Grades : 

group  participation 

7.85 

(4-16) 

0.57 

individual  participation 

7.85 

(4-16) 

0.57 

working  skills 

5.96 

(3-12) 

0.48 

Total 

21.67 

(11-44) 

4.52 

Language  Arts  -  effort 

13.41 

(6-24) 

4.46 

-  achievement 

12.56 

(6-24) 

4.76 

Total 

25.96 

(12-48) 

16.04 

QUESTION  OPPORTUNITIES 

Percentage  of  process  questions 

0.08 

0.14 

Percentage  of  product  questions 

3.63 

4.38 

Note.  Parentheses  enclose  the  range  of  possible  scores  for 
attitude  scales  and  grades. 

aValues  for  the  Metropolitan  Achievement  Test  are  based  on 
standard  scores. 
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Table  G  II 

Means  and  Variances  of  Selected  Context  and  Product  Variables 
and  Percentage  of  Question  Opportunities  for  Class  2-1  (n=21) 


Type 

and  Name  of  Variable 

Mean 

Variance 

CONTEXT 

SES 

41.35 

78.57 

IQ 

115.33 

249.46 

PRODUCT : 

Attitudes 

MCI: 

satisfaction 

23.57 

(9-27) 

2.72 

friction 

19.19 

(9-27) 

16.34 

competitiveness 

19.48 

(9-27) 

8.34 

difficulty 

14.24 

(9-27) 

9.32 

cohesiveness 

23.86 

(9-27) 

5.93 

OSAT: 

general  school  factor 

18.29 

(5-20) 

1.92 

instruction  interaction 

71.00 

(21-84) 

60.29 

interpersonal  relationships 

10.14 

(4-12) 

3.46 

Total  score 

99.43 

(29-116) 

88.06 

PRODUCT : 

Achievement 

MATa : 

Word  Knowledge 

52.58 

88.75 

Word  Analysis 

47.90 

87.51 

Reading 

50.24 

248.94 

Total  Reading 

49.81 

141.20 

Grades 

:  group  participation 

9.67 

(4-16) 

4.53 

individual  participation 

10.24 

(4-16) 

5.99 

working  skills 

6.91 

(3-12) 

5.76 

Total 

27.33 

(11-44) 

42.46 

Language  Arts  -  effort 

14.75 

(6-24) 

7.78 

-  achievement 

14.86 

(6-24) 

8.11 

Total 

29.60 

(12-48) 

31.58 

QUESTION 

OPPORTUNITIES 

Percentage  of  process  questions 

1. 16 

3.01 

Percentage  of  product  questions 

5 . 60 

17.21 

Note.  Parentheses  enclose  the  range  of  possible  scores  for 
attitude  scales  and  grades, 

aValues  for  the  Metropolitan  Achievement  Test  are  based  on 
standard  scores. 
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Table  G  III 


Means  and  Variances  of  Selected  Context  and  Product  Variables  and 
Percentage  of  Question  Opportunities  for  Class  1-3  (n  =  28) 


T 


Type  and  Name  of  Variable 


Mean 


CONTEXT 

SES 

IQ: 


Total 

Verbal 

Nonverbal 


47.23 

114.25 

112.32 

115.61 


PRODUCT:  Attitudes 


MCI:  satisfaction 

friction 
competitiveness 
difficulty 
cohesiveness 

OSAT:  general  school  factor 

instruction  interaction 
interpersonal  relationships 
Total  score 

PCAS:  attitude  to  school 

interest  in  school  work 
importance  of  doing  well 
attitude  to  class 
’other’  image  of  class 
conforming-nonconforming 
relationship  with  teacher 
anxiety  in  class 
social  adjustment 
academic  self-image 
Total  score 


19.50 

20.00 

22.64 

14.14 
22.07 

15.36 

67.14 
9.86 

92.36 
2.93 
2.96 
7.36 

10.29 

2.82 

3.39 

2.43 

3.18 

2.25 

11.25 

48.86 


Variance 


162.26 

187.26 

217.22 

212.95 

(9-27) 

27.04 

(9-27) 

18.43 

(9-27) 

10.59 

(9-27) 

9.26 

(9-27) 

4.42 

(5-20) 

6.94 

(21-84) 

12.98 

(4-12) 

2.69 

(29-116) 

34.02 

(0-6) 

3.71 

(0-6) 

2.46 

(0-10) 

3.52 

(0-16) 

18.35 

(0-6) 

1.79 

(0-5) 

1.52 

(0-6) 

2.03 

(0-6) 

2.08 

(0-5) 

1.83 

(0-18) 

12.69 

(0-84) 

222.84 

PRODUCT :  Achievement 
MATa:  Word  Knowledge 

Reading 
Total  Reading 
Language 
Spelling 

Grades:  group  participation 

individual  participation 
working  skills 
Total  behavior 
Language  Arts  -  effort 

-  achievement 
Total 


72.21 

100.38 

67.79 

184.81 

74.18 

165.72 

72.75 

127.54 

74.07 

96.21 

10.36 

(4-16) 

5.57 

10.82 

(4-16) 

5.24 

7.55 

(3-12) 

4.27 

28.73 

(11-44) 

38.81 

15.50 

(6-24) 

9.30 

15.02 

(6-24) 

9.97 

30.52 

(12-48) 

37.47 

QUESTION  OPPORTUNITIES 

Percentage  of  process  questions 
Percentage  of  product  questions 


4.61 

13.85 


15.22 

66.33 


Note.  Parentheses  enclose  the  range  of  possible  scores  for 
attitude  scales  and  grades. 

aValues  for  the  Metropolitan  Achievement  Test  are  based  on 
standard  scores. 
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Table  G  IV 


Means  and  Variances  of  Selected  Context  and  Product  Variables  and 
Percentage  of  Question  Opportunities  for  Class  2-3  (n  =  31) 


Type  and  Name  of  Variable 

Mean 

Variance 

CONTEXT 

SES 

52.27 

253.71 

IQa: 

Total 

110.60 

253.77 

Verbal 

111.40 

290.24 

Nonverbal 

109.20 

279.69 

PRODUCT : 

Attitudes 

MCI: 

satisfaction 

24.55 

(9-27) 

5.86 

friction 

19.39 

(9-27) 

16.62 

competitiveness 

21.39 

(9-27) 

15.85 

difficulty 

12.87 

(9-27) 

9.79 

cohesiveness 

20.72 

(9-27) 

18.77 

OSAT: 

general  school  factor 

16.45 

(5-20) 

4.83 

instruction  interaction 

73.32 

(21-84) 

19.19 

interpersonal  relationships 

9.90 

(4-12) 

2.47 

Total  score 

98.68 

(29-116) 

41.57 

PCAS : 

attitude  to  school 

4.84 

(0-6) 

1.56 

interest  in  school  work 

4.23 

(0-6) 

1.92 

importance  of  doing  well 

7.90 

(0-10) 

2.73 

attitude  to  class 

13.45 

(0-16) 

9.41 

'other'  image  of  class 

3.58 

(0-6) 

1.92 

conforming-nonconforming 

3.71 

(0-5) 

1.04 

relationship  with  teacher 

4.26 

(0-6) 

2.38 

anxiety  in  class 

2.61 

(0-6) 

3.08 

social  adjustment 

2.39 

(0-5) 

1.46 

academic  self-image 

11.58 

(0-18) 

14.82 

Total  score 

58.55 

(0-84) 

103.15 

PRODUCT : 

Achievement 

MATb: 

Word  Knowledge 

72.55 

85.80 

Reading 

75.06 

80.06 

Total  Reading 

71.26 

172.06 

Language 

71.94 

122.25 

Spelling 

71.55 

95.22 

Grades 

:  group  participation 

12.00 

(4-16) 

3.36 

individual  participation 

11.55 

(4-16) 

3.02 

working  skills 

8.55 

(3-12) 

2.51 

Total  behavior 

32.10 

(11-44) 

20.15 

Language  Arts  -  effort 

18.13 

(6-24) 

3.40 

-  achievement 

18.03 

(6-24) 

3.26 

Total 

36.16 

(12-48) 

13.17 

QUESTION 

OPPORTUNITIES 

Percentage  of  process  questions 

0.69 

1.14 

Percentage  of  product  questions 

1.44 

2.20 

Note.  Parentheses  enclose  the  range  of  possible  scores  for 
attitude  scales  and  grades. 

aIQ  score  values  are  based  on  an  ri  of  30. 

^Values  for  the  Metropolitan  Achievement  Test  are  based  on 
standard  scores. 
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Table  G  V 


Means  and  Variances  of  Selected  Context  and  Product  Variables  and 
Percentage  of  Question  Opportunities  for  Class  1-6 


Typ 


CONTEXT 

SES 

IQ: 


e  and  Name  of  Variable 


Mean 


Total 

Verbal 

Nonverbal 


47.70 

104.56 

97.72 

110.80 


PRODUCT:  Attitudes 


MCI:  satisfaction 

friction 
competitiveness 
difficulty 
cohesiveness 

WSAT:  interpersonal  relationships 

instruction  interaction 
general  school  factor 
Total  score 

PCAS:  attitude  to  school 

interest  in  school  work 
importance  of  doing  well 
attitude  to  class 
'other'  image  of  class 
conforming-nonconforming 
relationship  with  teacher 
anxiety  in  class 
social  adjustment 
academic  self-image 
Total  score 


18.76 
20.44 
19.72 
14.60 
18.40 
18.48 

58.76 
24.56 

101.80 

3.00 

2.48 

6.88 

9.32 

2.80 

2.52 
3.24 

3.52 
2.84 

11.24 

47.84 


PRODUCT:  Achievement 
MATa:  Word  Knowledge 

Reading 
Total  Reading 
Language 
Spelling 

Grades:  group  participation 

individual  participation 
working  skills 
Total  behavior 
Language  Arts  -  effort 

-  achievement 
Total 


82.76 

82.32 

83.00 

85.56 
82.00 
10.24 

9.76 

6.96 

26.96 

15.14 

14.42 

29.56 


QUESTION  OPPORTUNITIES 

Percentage  of  process  questions 
Percentage  of  product  questions 


Variance 


283.49 

90.09 

128.52 

139.92 

(9-27) 

24.42 

(9-27) 

11.05 

(9-27) 

14.68 

(9-27) 

10.88 

(9-27) 

10.41 

(9-27) 

4.01 

(26-78) 

36.26 

(11-33) 

12.57 

(46-138) 

89.04 

(0-6) 

2.40 

(0-6) 

1.21 

(0-10) 

2.35 

(0-16) 

12.78 

(0-6) 

1.76 

(0-5) 

0.81 

(0-6) 

2.10 

(0-6) 

2.09 

(0-5) 

1.17 

(0-18) 

11.78 

(0-84) 

84.69 

41.62 

71.50 

51.84 

40.73 

177.36 

(4-16) 

7.62 

(4-16) 

6.50 

(3-12) 

6.28 

(11-44) 

55.64 

(6-24) 

13.67 

(6-24) 

17.79 

(12-48) 

61.37 

30.44 

26.86 

Note.  Parentheses  enclose  the  range  of  possible  scores  for 
attitude  scales  and  grades. 

aValues  for  the  Metropolitan  Achievement  Test  are  based  on 
standard  scores. 
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Table  G  VI 


Means  and  Variances  of  Selected  Context  and  Product  Variables  and 
Percentage  of  Question  Opportunities  for  Class  2-6  (n  =  25) 


Type 

* 

and  Name  of  Variable 

Mean 

Variance 

CONTEXT 

SES 

49.50 

188.04 

IQ3: 

Total 

113.08 

234.24 

Verbal 

110.50 

301.33 

Nonverbal 

115.29 

255.45 

PRODUCT: 

Attitudes 

MCI: 

satisfaction 

21.96 

(9-27) 

13.16 

friction 

20.20 

(9-27) 

20.80 

competitiveness 

19.56 

(9-27) 

21.93 

difficulty 

13.32 

(9-27) 

10.14 

cohesiveness 

21.28 

(9-27) 

17.24 

WSAT : 

interpersonal  relationships 

20.12 

(9-27) 

12.19 

instruction  interaction 

58.52 

(26-78) 

51.05 

general  school  factor 

23.48 

(11-33) 

13.77 

Total  score 

102.12 

(46-138) 

118.99 

PCASa : 

attitude  to  school 

3.71 

(0-6) 

1.62 

interest  in  school  work 

3.08 

(0-6) 

1.41 

importance  of  doing  well 

7.38 

(0-10) 

3.73 

attitude  to  class 

13.25 

(0-16) 

7.19 

'other*  image  of  class 

2.08 

(0-6) 

1.08 

co nf o rming-noncon f o rming 

2.00 

(0-5) 

1.08 

relationship  with  teacher 

4.00 

(0-6) 

3.83 

anxiety  in  class 

2.21 

(0-6) 

1.92 

social  adjustment 

3.00 

(0-5) 

1.67 

academic  self-image 

11.46 

(0-18) 

15.58 

Total  score 

52.17 

(0-84) 

83.80 

PRODUCT : 

Achievement 

MAT3: 

Word  Knowledge 

94.29 

165.37 

Reading 

96.88 

110.28 

Total  Reading 

96.58 

135.41 

Language 

93.75 

74.69 

Spelling 

91.42 

157.99 

SATa: 

Social  studies 

186.25 

176.94 

Grades : 

group  participation 

11.26 

(4-16) 

8.98 

individual  participation 

11.38 

(4-16) 

11.47 

working  skills 

8.78 

(3-12) 

6. 64 

Total  behavior 

31.42 

(11-44) 

69.95 

Language  Arts  -  effort 

18.02 

(6-24) 

12.17 

-  achievement 

16.80 

(6-24) 

21.46 

Total 

34.80 

(12-48) 

62.71 

QUESTION  OPPORTUNITIES 

/.  IQ 

Percentage  of  process  questions 

2. 96 

4  •  17 

Percentage  of  product  questions 

3.66 

7 . 59 

Note.  Parentheses  enclose  the  range  of  possible  scores  for 
attitude  scales  and  grades. 


aValues  are  based  on  an  n  of  24.  Values  for  the  Metropolitan 
Achievement  Test  and  Stanford  Achievement  Test  are  based  on  standard 

scores. 
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